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the resolution of problems in: First, referring
and selecting research papers for publication
in primary journals; second, publishing ab-
stracting journals; third, indexing research
papers; fourth, publishing critical review
journals and perhaps even news-type period-
icals and, most important, I would hope it
would provide informative interdisciplinary
guldes and standards for authors of scien-
tific papers.

The question is no longer are we going to
do it? The question now is how soon we
are going to realize it? The answer to the
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latter will depend on the efforts and dedi-
cation of all of us. I have no doubt that the
efforts of my committee and the support
and cooperation from this audience of out-
standing sclentists and professional societies
will make it possible to plunge this Nation
into the 21st century’s challenge of résearch
retrieval at least three decades early.

If I had the omnipotent power to move
mountains 'to permit the light to shine
through, I would use it to convince our
American scientific community that America
can no longer delay development of a more
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effective national system for research data
processing and information retrieval.

Virtually every major natlon of the world
is developing today some form of national
retrieval Russia, France, England,
Poland, West Germany, the Scandinavian
countries, Italy, India; and even in Santiago,
Chile, a national information center is being
built with our foreign aid funds.

Will it take another Boviet breakthrough
like sputnik in 1957 to wake this Nation
out of its lethargy in research retrieval?

I hope not.

SENATE

Moxpay, OcroBer 21, 1963

(Legislative day of Tuesday, October 15,
1963)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O God, our help in ages past, our hope
for years to come: Grateful for that help
and that hope, bowing in the peaceful
stillness of this Chamber, a citadel of
freedom where, in the yesterdays, fate-
ful decisions have molded the life of the
Nation. We beseech Thee to guide by
Thy wisdom the pending legislation of
this body, entrusted with power so vast
that it awes and solemnizes our hearts.

Consecrate anew, we pray, these serv-
ants of the Republie, that they may be
ministers of Thy will for this troubled
generation heaving with the yeast of
changing patterns.

Make plain to our understanding, as
we read the signs of these times, that
legal enactments in themselves are utter-
ly futile to bring social salvation unless
they are undergirded by inner integrity
and reliance on spiritual resources, with-
out which all else we may attempt are
as bending props against a decaying
house that the Lord hath not made.

In the Redeemer’s name we pray.
Amen.

ASSISTANCE TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER LEARNING

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, House bill 6143, the so-called
higher education bill, on which there is a
limitation of debate and controlled time.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6143) to authorize as-
sistance to public and other nonprofit in-
stitutions of higher education in finane-
ing the instruetion, rehabilitation, or im-
provement of needed academic and re-
lated facilities in undergraduate and
graduate institutions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com-
mittee substitute is open to amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, the name of the Senator from New
York [Mr. Javirs] is listed as controlling
a part of the time, whereas, when the
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request was made, it was made in behalf
of the distinguished minority leader, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DirxsEN]. I
ask that the name be changed accord-
ingly. i {

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is 50 ordered.

Mr. MORSE obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the majority
leader.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, there be a brief morning hour, not
to exceed 15 minutes in length, during
which time resolutions and memorials
may be submitted, bills may be intro-
duced, and Senators may speak for not to
exceed 3 minutes, and also that a con-
ference report may be considered in the
meantime.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
October 17, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—APPROVAL OF JOINT RES-
OLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced
that on October 18, 1963, the President
had approved and signed the joint reso-
lution (8.J. Res. 123) to authorize the
printing and binding of an edition of
“Senate Procedure” and providing the
same shall be subject to copyright by
the authors.

REPORT ON OPERATION OF TRADE
AGREEMENTS PROGRAM—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 170)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate the following message from
the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,

was referred to the Committee on Pi-
nance:

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby transmit the seventh annual
report on the operation of the trade
agreements program. The report covers
the year in which the Trade Agreement
Extension Act of 1958 expired and the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 took effect.

During this period of transition:

Free world trade continued to expand
with exports climbing to a record of $124
billion and with U.S. exports alone reach-
ing a new high of $20.9 billion—$4.5 bil-
lion more than our imports;

There was further freeing of trade in
agriculture, helping U.S. farm exports
to hold their own at the $5 billion mark;

The needs of the less-developed coun-
tries in their trade relations received
more attention than ever before.

The advent of the Trade Expansion
Act was followed almost immediately by
actions described in this report (and
others that have since taken place) to
put its provisions into effect. These ac-
tions have gone forward on schedule de-
spite the temporary setback in the move-
ment toward European economic unity.

A new round of trade negotiations un-
der the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade has now been scheduled. The
negotiations can lead to an expansion of
free world trade in all products and in
all directions. They can help deal with
the problem of agricultural protection-
ism and the dilemma of hunger and glut.
They can turn trade into a more effec-
tive tool of economic growth for the de-
veloping nations.

This report tells of barriers to U.S.
trade that have been eliminated or re-
duced in the past year. It also describes
some that still exist and new ones that
have been created. Every nation main-
taining old barriers or imposing new ones
has a reason for doing so, but all na-
tions, including our own, will benefit
more from the expansion of trade than
from restrictions that curtail trade.

The United States will continue to
press for the removal of all restrictions
that hinder our exports. It will also con-
tinue to follow a national policy of self-
restraint in the use of restrictions and of
confidence in the intentions of our trad-
ing partners to do the same. This is the
policy laid down by the Trade Expansion
Act. Our adherence to it is essential to
the maintenance of the upward course
of free world trade desecribed in this re-

port.
Joun F, KENNEDY.
TaE WHITE Housg, October 21, 1963.
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COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Internal
Security Subcommittee of the Judiciary
Committee be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I assume that
all the requests for committee meetings
during the session of the Senate have
been cleared with the minority.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
also ask that the Finance Committee be
authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Withouf ob-
j~etion, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business, to
consider the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate commitiees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the nomina-
tions on the Executive Calendar will be
stated.

THE COAST GUARD

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Coast Guard
ghich had been placed on the Secretary’s

esk.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nom-
inations be eonsidered en bloe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations will be consid-
ered en bloc; and, without objection,
they are confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.
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APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE PRESI-
DENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
announces the appointment of the junior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
as a delegate to the ninth NATO Parlia-
mentarians’ Conference, and chairman
of the Senate delegation, to be held in
Paris, France, November 4-9, 1963, vice
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurLericHT], who will be unable to attend
the Conference.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPoRT OF MODIFICATION OF VERTICAL TEST
Stanp No. 3, PropuLsioN FIEED LABORATORY,
SANTA SUsana, CALIF,

A letter from the Deputy Administrator,
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C., reporting, pursuant to
law, on the modification of Vertical Test
Stand No. 3 (VTS-3), Propulsion Field Labo-
ratory, Santa Susana, Callf.; to the Commit-
tee on Aeronautical and Space Sclences.

REPORT ON NUMBER OF OFFICERS ASSIGNED TO
PerMaNENT DUTY IN THE EXECUTIVE ELE-
MENT OF THE AIR FORCE AT SEAT OF GOVERN-
MENT
A letter from the Secretary of the Air

Force, reporting, pursuant to law, that as of

September 30, 1963, there was an aggregate

of 2,172 officers assigned to permanent duty

in the executive element of the Air Force at
the seat of Government; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

REPORT ON AIR ForCE MILYTARY CONSTRUC-
110N CONTRACTS AWARDED WITHOUT FORMAL
ADVERTISING

A letter from the Secretary of the Air Force,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
Air Force military construction contracts
awarded without formal advertising, for the
period January 1, 1963, through June 30,
1963 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT ON PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS OF EMER-
GENCY SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT, OFFICE OF
Civi. DEFENSE
A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-

tary of Defense, reporting, pursuant to law,

a report on property acquisitions of emer-

gency supplies and equipment, Office of Civil

Defense, Department of Defense, for the quar-

ter ended September 30, 1963; to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services.

REPORT ON LocATION, NATURE, AND ESTIMATED
Cost or FacmuTies Prorosep To Be Unper-
TAKEN FOR THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-

tary of Defense (Properties and Installa-

tions), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on the location, nature and estimated
cost of facilities proposed to be undertaken
for the Army National Guard, dated October

14, 1963 (with an accompanying report); to

the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF BUREAU OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES
A letter from the Under Secretary of the

Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-

port of the Bureau of Commercial Fisherlea

of the Department of the Interior (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on

Commerce.

REPORT ON BACKLOG OF PENDING APPLICATIONS
AND HEARING Cases, FEDERAL COMMUNICA-~
TIONS COMMISSION
A letter from the Acting Chafrman, Fed-

eral Communications Commission, Washing-
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ton, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on the backlog of pending applica-
tions and hearing cases in that Commis-
sion as of August 31, 1963 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Com-
merce.

PUBLICATION ENTITLED “ALL-ELECTRIC HOMES,

ANNUAL BILrs, JANUARY 1, 1963"

A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, Washington, D.C., trans-
mitting, for the information of the Senate
a copy of the Commission’s publication en-
titled “All-Electric Homes, Annual Bills,
January 1, 1963” (with an accompanying
document); to the Committee on Commerce.

RerorT oOF U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY

A letter from the Acting Director, U.S. In-
formation Agency, Washington, D.C., trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the 20th semian-
nual report of that Agency, for the period
January 1 to June 30, 1963 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

REPoRT ON OVERPRICING OF K-27 TuBe SHEET
ASSEMBLIES

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the overpricing of K-27
tube sheet assemblies procured from FPair-
banks, Morse & Co., by Union Carbide Nu-
clear Co., under Atomic Energy Commission
cost-type contract, dated October 1963 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

REPORT ON CERTAIN UNNECESSARY PROCURE-
MENT AND REPAIR COSTS BY THE DEPARTMENT
OF THE ARMY
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a report on unnece procurement
and repair costs by the Department of the

Army for J-2 gyro magnetic compass com-

ponents available in the military supply sys-

tems, Department of Defense, dated October

1963 (with an accompanying report); to the

Committee on Government Operations,

REPORT ON UNNECESSARY PROCUREMENT OF
SPECIALLY DESIGNED 60,000-B.T.U. AR Con-
DITIONERS
A letter from the Compftroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a report on the unnecessary procure-
ment of speclally designed 60,000-B.T.U. air
conditioners, Department of the Army, dated

October 1863 (with an accompanying re-

port); to the Committee on Government

Operatlons.

REPORT OoN UNNECESSARY COSTS IN THE Pro-

CUREMENT OF CLUTCH PRESSURE PLATES

A Jetter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on unnecessary costs in the
procurement of clutch pressure plates, De-
partment of the Army, dated October 1963
{with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operatlons.

RerorT oN DEFICIENCIES AND PROBLEM AREAS
RELATING TO DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a report on deficlencles and problem
areas relating to design and construction
activities of the Federal-ald highway pro-
gram in the State of Nebraska, Bureau of

Public Roads, Department of Commerce,

dated October 1963 (with an accompanying

report); to the Committee on Government

Operations.

RerorT oN NEED FOR BETTER CONTROLS OVER

MANPOWER UTILIZATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the need for better controls
over manpower utilization and other aspects
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of buildings management activities, Pub-
lic Bulildings Service, General Services Ad-
ministration, dated October 1963 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

REPORT ON IMPROPER INCLUSION OF MELAN
BrmeE Costs, TOPEKA, KANS.

A letier from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, & report on improper inclusion of Melan
Bridge costs in the cost of Keyway slum
clearance and urban renewal project, To-
peka, Eans,, by Urban Renewal Administra-
tion, Housing and Home Finance Agency,
dated October 1963 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

ProPoSED AMENDMENT TO CoNCESSION CoN-
TRACT, LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION
AREA

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a proposed amendment to the concession
contract with Overton Resort, Inc.,, at Over-
ton Beach in Lake Mead National Recrea-
tlon Area; also a copy of basic contract No.
14-10-304-342, with Wallace Jones and Ivan
L. Jones and assignment documents trans-
ferring the contract to Overton Resort, Ine.
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

DisPoOSITION oF CERTAIN PROFERTY AT HoT

SPrRINGS NATIONAL PARE, ARK,

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize the disposition of
certain property at Hot Springs National
Park, in the State of Arkansas, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF BUREAU OF
INDIAN AFFAIRS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation for the relief of certain employees
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

CONVENTION AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF

INTERNATIONAL LaBor CONFERENCE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
State, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies
of (1) ILO convention (No. 117) concern-
ing basic aims and standards of social policy;
(2) ILO recommendation (No. 116) con-
cerning the reduction of hours of work; and
(3) ILO recommendation (No. 117)) con-
cerning vocational training, all of which were
adopted by the International Labor Confer-
ence at its 46th session at Geneva, June 232,
26, and 27, 1962 (with accompanying docu-
ments); to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.
REPORT OF SECOND NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON

Pusric HEALTH TRAINING

A letfer from the Surgeon General of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of the Second National Conference
on Public Health Training (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

REPORT ON NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS IN EACH
GENERAL SERVICE GRADE BY THE NATIONAL
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
UNDER THE CLASSIFICATION AcT OF 1949
A letter from the Deputy Administrator,

National Aeronautics and Space Administra-

tion, Washington, D.C., reporting, pursuant

to law, the number of individuals in each
general service grade employed by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration,
under the Classification Act of 1949, as
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amended; to the Committees on Post Office
and Civil Service, and the Appropriations
Committee.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APFROPRIATIONS TO ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission, Washington, D.C,, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend Public Law 88-72 to increase the
authorization for appropriations to the
Atomic Energy Commission in accordance
with section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and for other purposes
(with an accompanying paper); to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the Sen-
ate, and referred as indicated:

A resolution adopted at the annual ban-
quet of the Order of the Sons of Italy in
America and the Enights of Columbus, held
October 12, 1963, in Wilmington, Del., com-
mending the Senators from Delaware, Mr.
Wiriams and Mr, Bogas, for their interest
in the enactment of legislation to designate
Columbus Day as a legal holiday; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

The petition of Jack Bates and sundry
other citizens of the State of Eansas, pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation to allow
prayer and Bible reading in public schools;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The petition of Jay Creswell, Sr., of Or-
lando, Fla., praying for a redress of griev-
ances; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with an amendment:

H.R. 6500. An act to authorize certain con-
struction at military Installations, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 571).

By Mr., JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
with an amendment:

8. 1605. A bill to amend the Federal Insec-
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, as
amended, to provide for labeling of economic
polsons with registration numbers, to elim-
inate registration under protest, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 573).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

S8.J. Res. 40, Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of the Interlor to carry out a
continuing program to reduce nonbeneficial
consumptive use of water in the Pecos River
Basin, in New Mexico and Texas (Rept. No.
572).

By Mr, MOSS, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with amendments:

S.26, A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and main-
tain the Dixie project, Utah, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 574).

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

5.1885. A bill to declare that the United
Btates holds in trust for the Indians of the
Battle Mountain Colony certain lands which
are used for cemetery purposes (Rept. No.
580).

By Mr, BIBLE, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with amendments:

5.16. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the Ozark National Rivers in the
State of Missourl, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. §75).
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By Mr. ALLOTT, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

S.1504. A bill to determine the rights and
interests of the Navajo Tribe and the Ute
Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain Reser-
vation in and to certain lands in the State of
New Mexico, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 581).

By Mr. KUCHEL, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H.R.2635. An act to amend the act of
August 9, 1955, for the purpose of including
the Fort Mojave Indian Reservation among
reservations excepted from the 25 year lease
limitations (Rept. No. 579).

By Mr. McGOVERN, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

HR.844. An act to declare that certain
land of the United States is held by the
United States in trust for the Oglala Sioux
Indian Tribe of the Pine Ridge Reservation
(Rept. No. 676); and

HR.845. An act to declare that certain
land of the United States is held by the
United States in trust for the Oglala Sioux
Tribe of the Pine Ridge Reservation (Rept.
No. 677).

By Mr. McGOVERN, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments.

5. 136. A bill to place in trust certain lands
on the Rosebud Sloux Reservation in South
Dakota (Rept. No. 578).

By Mr. JACESON (for Mr. CHurcH) from
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, without amendment:

5.2139. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgment funds on deposit to the
credit of the Kootenal Tribe or Band of In-
dians, Idaho (Rept. No. 584);

H.R.62256. An act to provide for the re-
habilitation of Guam, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 686); and

H.R.6481. An act to permit the govern-
ment of Guam to authorize a public author-
ity to undertake urban renewal and housing
activities (Rept. No. 587).

By Mr. JACESON (for Mr. CHURCH) from
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, with an amendment:

S5.1718. A bill to amend the law with re-
spect to trade with the Indians, and for oth-
er purposes (Rept. No. 683);

8.2111, A bill to fix the beneficial owner-
ship of the Colorado River Indian Reserva-
tion located in the States of Arlzona and
California (Rept. No. 685); and

H.R. 1889. An act to authorize the govern-
ment of the Virgin Islands to issue general
obligation bonds (Rept. No. 582). .

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. McCARTHY :

S.2248. A Dbill to amend the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921, to provide that mar-
keting agencies acting in good faith shall
not be liable for selling livestock mortgaged
under the Consolidated Farmers Home
Administration Act of 1961, as amended (75
Stat. 307), until the Secretary of Agriculture
has exhausted his civil remedies against the
mortgagor; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

By Mr. JACESON (for himself, Mr.
DovucGrLas, Mr. HARTEE, Mr, BayH, and
Mr. ANDERSON) :

S.2249, A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
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(See the remarks of Mr, Jackson when he
introduced the above bill, which appears
under a separate heading.)

INDIANA DUNES NATIONAL
LAKESHORE

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, on behalf of myself, the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. Dovucrasl, the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bayal and
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
pERSON], a bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore, and for other purposes.

This bill has been submitted by the
Secretary of the Interior as the result
of long and careful efforts to provide the
best possible compromise in connection
with our attempts to preserve this great
natural area.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
and an accompanying letter from the
Assistant Secretary of the Interior be
printed at this point in the Recorp, and
that the bill be held at the desk for the
remainder of the week, to provide an op-
portunity for additional Senators to join
in sponsoring it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and letter
will be printed in the Recorp, and the
bill will remain at the desk, as requested
by the Senator from Washington.

The bill (S. 2249) to provide for the
establishment of the Indiana Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore, and for the other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. Jackson (for
himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Be it enaclted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in
order to preserve for the educational, in-
spirational, and recreational use of the pub-
lic certain portions of the Indiana Dunes
and other areas of scenic, scientific, and his-
toric interest and recreational value in the
State of Indiana, the Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to establish and admin-
ister the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore
(hereinafter referred to as the "lakeshore')
in accordance with the provisions of this Act.
The lakeshore shall comprise the area within
the boundaries delineated on a map identi-
fled as “A Proposed Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore,” dated September 1963, and bear-
ing the number LNPNE-1000-ID, which map
is on file and avallable for public inspection
in the Office of the Director of the National
Park Service, Department of the Interior.

Sec. 2. Within the boundaries of the lake-
shore the Secretary of the Interior (herein-
after referred to as the “Secretary”) is au-
thorized to acquire lands, waters, and other
property, or any interest therein, by dona-
tion, purchase with donated or appropriated
funds, exchange, or otherwise. In order to
enhance the recreational benefits of this Act,
the Secretary also is authorized to acquire
such easements or other interests as he
deems necessary to assure public access to
the beach and waters of Lake Michigan con-
tinuously from the western boundary of the
lakeshore in section 21, township 37 north,
Indiana Base, range 6 west, Second Principal
Indiana Meridian, to the easternmost point
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of intersection of the lakeshore boundary
with the shoreline. The Indiana Dunes
State Park may be acquired only with the
consent of the State of Indiana; and the
Secretary is hereby directed to negotiate
with the 8State for the acquisition of
sald park. In exercising his authority to
acquire property by exchange for the pur-
poses of this Act, the Secretary may ac-
cept title to non-Federal property located
within the area described in section 1 of this
Act and convey to the grantor of such prop-
erty any federally owned property under the
Jurisdiction of the Secretary. Properties so
exchanged shall be approximately equal in
fair market value, as determined by the
Secretary who may, in his discretion, base his
determination on an independent appralsal
obtained by him: Provided, That the Secre-
tary may accept cash from or pay cash to
the grantor in such an exchange in order to
equalize the values of the properties ex-
changed.

Sec. 3. As soon as practicable after the
effective date of this Act and following the
acquisition by the Secretary of an acreage
within the boundaries of the area described
in section 1 of this Act, which in his opinion
is efficlently administrable for the purposes
of this Act, he shall establish the Indiana
Dunes National Lakeshore by publication of
notice thereof in the Federal Register. Fol-
lowing such establishment and subject to
the limitations and conditions prescribed in
section 1 hereof, the Secretary may continue
to acquire lands and interests in lands for
the lakeshore.

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary's authority to
acquire property by condemnation shall be
suspended with respect to all improved prop-
erty located within the boundaries of the
lakeshore for 1 year following the effective
date of this Act. Therecafter such authority
shall be suspended with respect to all im-
proved property located within the bound-
aries of the lakeshore during all times when
an appropriate zoning agency shall have in
force and applicable to such property a duly
adopted, valid zoning ordinance approved by
the Secretary in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 5 of this Act.

(b) The term “improved property”, when-
ever used in this Act, shall mean a detached,
one-family dwelling, construction of which
was begun before April 20, 1961, together
with so much of the land on which the dwell-
ing is situated, the sald land being in the
same ownership as the dwelling, as the Sec-
retary shall designate to be reasonably nec-
essary for the enjoyment of the dwelling for
the sole purpose of noncommercial resi-
dential use, together with any structures
accessory to the dwelling which are situ-
ated on the land so designated. The amount
of the land so designated shall in every
case be not more than 3 acres in area, and
in making such designation the Secretary
shall take into account the manner of non-
commercial residential use in which the
dwelling and land have customarily been
enjoyed: Provided, That the Secretary may
exclude from the land so designated any
beach or waters, together with so much of
the land adjoining such beach or waters, as
he may deem necessary for public access
thereto.

Sec. 5. (a) As soon as practicable after
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
issue regulations specifying standards for
approval by him of zoning ordinances for the
purposes of sections 4 and 6 of this Act.
The Secretary may issue amended regula-
tions specifying standards for approval by
him of zoning ordinances whenever he shall

id a ded regulations to be
desirable due to changed or unforeseen con-
ditions. The Secretary shall approve any
zoning ordinance and any amendment to
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any approved zoning ordinance submitted to
him which conforms to the standards con-
talned in the regulations in effect at the
time of adoption of such ordinance or
amendment by the zoning agency. Such ap-
proval shall not be withdrawn or revoked, by
issuance of any amended regulations after
the date of such approval, for so long as
such ordinance or amendment remains in
effect as approved.

(b) The standards specified in such regu-
lations and amended regulations for ap-
proval of any zoning ordinance or zoning
ordinance amendment shall contribute to
the effect of: (1) Prohibiting the commer-
cial and industrial use, other than any com-
mercial or industrial vse which is permit-
ted by the Secretary, of all property covered
by the ordinance within the boundaries of
the lakeshore; and (2) promoting the pres-
ervation and development, in accordance
with the purposes of this Act, of the area
covered by the ordinance within the lake-
shore by means of acreage, frontage, and
setback requirements and other provisions
which may be required by such regulations
to be included in a zoning ordinance con-
sistent with the laws of the State of Indiana.

(c) No zoning ordinance or amendment
thereof shall be approved by the Secretary
which: (1) contains any provision which he
may consider adverse to the preservation and
development, in accordance with the pur-
poses of this Act, of the area comprising the
lakeshore; or (2)) fails to have the effect of
providing that the Becretary shall receive
notice of any variance granted under and
any exception made to the application of
such ordinance or amendment.

(d) If any improved property, with re-
spect to which the Secretary's authority to
acquire by condemnation has been suspended
according to the provisions of this Act, is
made the subject of a variance under or ex-
ception to such zoning ordinance, or is sub-
Jjected to any use, which variance, exception,
or use fails to conform to or is Inconsistent
with any applicable standard contained in
regulations issued pursuant to this section
and in effect at the time of passage of such
ordinance, the Secretary may, in his discre-
tion, terminate the suspension of his au-
thority to acquire such improved property by
condemnation.

(e) The Secretary shall furnish to any
party in interest requesting the same a cer-
tificate indicating, with respect to any prop-
erty located within the lakeshore as to which
the BSecretary's authority to acquire such
property by condemnation has been sus-
pended in accordance with provisions of
this Act, that such authority has been so sus-
pended and the reasons therefor,

SEc. 6. (a) Any owner or owners of im-
proved property on the date of its acquisition
by the Secretary may, as a condition to such
acquisition, retain the right of use and occu-
pancy of the improved property for noncom-
mercial residential purposes for a term of
twenty-five years, or for such lesser time as
the sald owner or owners may elect at the
time of acquisition by the Secretary. Where
any such owner retains a right of use and
occupancy as herein provided, such right
during its existence may be conveyed or
leased for noncommercial residential pur-
poses. The Secretary shall pay to the owner
the fair market value of the property on the
date of such acquisition, less the fair market
value on such date of the right retained by
the owner,

(b) The Secretary shall have authority to
terminate any right of use and occupancy
retained as provided in subsection (a) of
this section at any time after the date upon
which any use occurs with respect to such
property which fails to conform or is in any
manner opposed to or inconsistent with the
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applicable standards contained in regula-
tions issued pursuant to section § of this
Act and which is in effect on sald date:
Provided, That no use which is in conformity
with the provisions of a zoning ordinance
approved In accordance with sald section §
and applicable to such property shall be held
to fail to conform or be opposed to or incon-
sistent with any such standard. In the event
the Secretary terminates a right of use and
occupancy under this subsecticn, he shall pay
to the owner of the right so terminated an
amount equal to the fair market value of the
portion of sald right which remained unex-
pired on the date of termination.

8ec. 7. In the administration of the lake-
shore the Secretary may utilize such statu-
tory authorities relating to areas of the na-
tional park and such statutory au-
thority otherwise avallable to him for the
conservation and management of natural re-
sources as he deems appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this Act. Appropriate user
fees may be collected notwithstanding any
limitation on such authority by any provi-
sion of law.

Bec. 8. (a) There is hereby established an
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore Advisory
Commission. Said Commission shall termi-
nate ten years after the date of establishment
of the national lakeshore pursuant to this
Act.

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
seven members, each appointed for a term of
two years by the Secretary, as follows: (1)
two members to be appointed from recom-
mendations made by Porter County, Indiana;
(2) two members to be appointed from rec-
ommendations made by La Porte County,
Indiana; (3) two members to be appointed
from recommendations made by the Gov-
ernor of the State of Indiana; and (4) one
member to be designated by the Secretary.

(c) The Secretary shall designate one
member to be Chairman. Any vacancy in the
Commission shall be filled in the same man-
ner in which the original appointment was
made.

(d) A member of the Commission ehall
serve without compensation as such. The

is authorized to pay the expense
reasonably incurred by the Commission in

out its responsibilities under this
Act on vouchers signed by the Chairman,

(e) The Secretary or his designee shall,
from time to time, consult with the Commis-
sion with respect to matters relating to the
development of the Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore and with respect to the provisions
of sections 4, 5, and 6 of this Act.

Sec, 9. Nothing in this Act shall deprive
any State or political subdivision thereof of
its civil and criminal jurisdiction over the
lands within this lakeshore, or of its right to
tax persons, corporations, franchises, or other
non-Federal property on the lands included
in such lakeshore.

Sec. 10. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

The letter presented by Mr. JacksoN
is as follows:

TU.S, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETAR
Washington, D.C., October xs 1963.
Hon. LYNDON JOHNSON,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR M. PRESIDENT: There is enclosed a
draft of a proposed bill “to provide for the
establishment of the Indiana Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore, and for other purposes.”

We recommend that the bill be referred
to the appropriate committee for considera-
tion, and we recommend that it be enacted.

This Department strongly advocates the
enactment of legislation which would au-
thorize establishment of a national lakeshore
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in Indiana on the shores of Lake Michigan.
The bill we propose would preserve in public
ownership, as such lakeshore, significant
beaches, dunes and marshes that have im-
portant natural values, and that would help
to meet the vital need for additional rec-
reational space near densely populated met-
ropolitan areas.

Approximately 11,732 acres in Porter and
La Porte Countles are encompassed by the
proposed lakeshore boundaries, including
the 2,181-acre Indiana Dunes State Park.
The areas selected are those deemed most
suitable for preservation and portrayal of
the mnatural dunes, and for s
beaches, campgrounds, picnic areas, hiking
and riding trails, and nature study. A num-
ber of smaller inland areas are Included
which are especially suited for preservation
as nature preserves or wildlife sanctuaries.
Inclusion of the State park, in accordance
with negotiations between the Secretary of
the Interior and the State, would afford an
opportunity to consolidate management of
the entire lakeshore under one administra-
tion. This would be advantageous from the
standpoint of comprehensive planning for
the development, preservation, and use of
the area. Additionally, the Secretary could
acquire such easements or other interests as
he deemed necessary for the purpose of pro-
viding public access to the beach and waters
located in front of certain areas that would
remain in private ownership.

The Indiana Dunes once comprised a 25-
mile strip of uninhablted, tree-covered
dunes, cattail marshes, and sandy beaches
stretching continuously along the south
shore of Lake Michigan from East Chicago to
Michigan City. Here was a paradise for the
bird watcher, the beachcomber, the botanist,
the hiker, the tent camper, and sun and lake
bathers, where scenic solitude was the key-
note. As early as 1916, Stephen Mather, the
first Director of the National Park Bervice,
recommended this area as being worthy of
establishment as a national park. This ob-
jective was thwarted by this country's in-
volvement in World War I. In the meantime,
industrial and residential development took
place in the area and, by now, much of the
natural scene has been destroyed. However,
the remaining undeveloped beaches, dunes,
and marshes along the Indiana shoreline and
sections of the hinterland are still tremen-
dously important and merit preservation and
administration for public enjoyment and use.
This importance is based not only on the
value of these areas as natural scenic and
scientific assets, but also takes into account
the vital need for additional recreational
space near highly concentrated centers of
population. The area we envision for estab-
lishment as the Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore contalns a unigue combination of
lakefront, dunes, and hinterland that is
ideally suited to fulfillment of the recrea-
tional and open space needs of the people of
this reglon; moreover, its scenic and scientific
attractions would continue to draw people
from all parts of our country.

The Indiana Dunes are intimately tied in
with the history of northeastern Indiana.
Following the recession of the last of the
Wisconsin glaciers, barrier dunes paralleling
the shoreline were built by wave action along
the receding edge of glacial Lake Chicago.
When the waters of Lake Chicago fell to a
level of present-day Lake Michigan, and the
waterline became stable, the main series of
wind-built dunes were formed. These are
much higher than the old barrier dunes in-
land and are characterized by their jumbled
topography.

The flora of the area proposed for preserva-
tion as the Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore is ou Foll the slow
retreat of the Wl.sconsl.n ice, the plants which
are now characteristic of the northern forests
moved through the dunes area northward.
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Where conditions of soil, molsture, and tem-
perature were favorable, isolated colonies of
northern species held on. Here in the dunes
and in the well-drained, sandy flats—cooled
by the moderating breezes of Lake Mich-
igan—jack pine and white pine have man-
aged to hang on south of their normal range.
Behind and within the maln dune complex
are a number of low swamps and bogs. In
these, northern plants lie cloistered within
the larger world of central forest and prairie
specles, Tamarack, buckthorn, leather leaf,
checkerberry, orchids and other unusual
plants characterize these special environ-
ments. Here, and elsewhere throughout the
proposed lakeshore, there is a mixture of
plants of the northern and central forests
and there are occurrences of flora of both the
Prairie Peninsula and the Atlantic coastal
plain species,

Combine the various plants of the marsh
and pond environments with the varieties
above described and the result is a natural
sclentific and scenic asset so diverse that it
is difficult to equal anywhere in this country.

The area’s recreational value is readily
apparent. Nowhere on the Great Lakes is
the need for additional shoreline recreation
areas greater than here and only in very
few places on the Great Lakes are factors
more favorably alined for combined recrea-
tional use of the water, the waterfront and
the hinterlands. Here at the south end of
Lake Michigan, the water temperature rises
above 60° F. during the latter part of June
and stays above that point until late Sep-
tember, The combination of water warm
enough for swimming and the wide clean
beaches provide ideal conditions for the sun-
bather, the swimmer, and the beachcomber.
Also, the combination of wooded dunes and
sheltered marshes in the Inland areas afford
ample opportunity for scenic solitude, nature
study, and appreciation of outdoor living.

Today, there are about 614 million people
living within a 50-mile radius of the Indiana
Dunes. Another 3 million live within the
50~ to 100-mile radial zone. Existing recrea-
tional facilities are inadequate to meet the
present outdoor recreational demands of
these people. By 1980, it 1s estimated that
population figures within a 50-mile radius
of this area could reach 8 million, with an-
other 314 million residing in the 50- to 100-
mile radial zone. By that time or possibly
sooner, annual visitation to the proposed
lakeshore is expected to reach 2 million.

The value of the property within the pro-
posed boundary is approximately $23 million,
However, the acquisition cost will be less
than this valuation because, as provided in
the bill, residential improved property would
continue exempt from acquisition by con-
demnation if approved zoning is in effect.
Also, the Secretary may permit the con-
tinuance of commercial or industrial uses
that are not incompatible with the purposes
of the lakeshore. We have no way of fore-
telling the amount or value of the properties
that will be exempt from acquisition under
these circumstances. The above valuation
estimate of properties within the lakeshore
does not include the State park nor the
value of any easements or other interests
that may have to be acquired to assure pub-
lic access to portions of the beach and waters
of Lake Michigan,

The man-years and cost-data statement
required by the act of July 25, 1956 (70 Stat.
652; b U.S.C. 642a), when annual expendi-
tures of appropriated funds exceed $1 mil-
lion, is enclosed.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that the enactment of the proposed legisla-
tion would be in accord with the program
of the President.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN A, CARVER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
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Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expendilure for the 1st 5 years of
proposed new or expanded programs

Estimated additional man-years of 190Y 190Y+1 190Y+2 19CY 43 WCY+4
civilian employment
Executive direction:
Superintendent.........ccceeeamacaanaan 1.0 1 1 1 1
Acquisition project manager__._ 1.0 1 1 1 1
Adminis assist ) | 1 1 1
Stenograpber ... oaaoo. 1.0 1 1 1 1
(o 10 T R LD S T T e .6 1 2 2 1
1 I L R LT 4.0 5 6 6 5
Substantive:
Chief ranger-...... 1 1 1 1
1 2 2 2
1 2 3 4
4 G 8 10
B 10 10 18
1 1 1 1
] s 1 1 1
1 2 2 2
1 25 1 1
1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2
2 3 4 4
1 2 4 6
25.5 34.5 41 b4
Total, estimated additional man-
years of civillan employment. ... 1 30.5 40.5 47 59
Estimated additional expenditures:
Personal services. .. i i o . $67, 850 $171,060 $222,720 $250, 200 $339, 900
Altothern:. . 5 A0t 2,511,976 4,125,117 5, 563, 045 6, 076, 434 5, 567, 087
L oA ol v ol 2, 579, 826 4,200, 167 5, 785, 765 6,335, 724 5,936, 937
Estimated obligations:
and property acquisition. .. _.._ 5,000, 000 5, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 3,000, 000 2,087, 600
Devel t = Bt e ey 75, 000 2, 731, 000 1, 957, 000 1, 004, 260
Operation (management protection
and mainténance). ... 70,826 221,167 285, 765 335, 724 436, 087
i 3 RS LSO S 5,079,826 5,296, 167 7,016, 765 6,202, 724 3, 441,197

Mr. DOUGLAS subsequently said: Mr.
President, an event of great importance
in the conservation movement occurred
today when the distinguished junior
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jockson]
introduced, on behalf of himself, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
and others of us, the administration
bill—S. 2249—to establish an 11,700-
acre Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore. It is particularly heartening to
cooperate in this effort with my two good
friends, the distinguished Senators from
Indiana [Mr. HarTke and Mr. BayH];
and it is also encouraging to have as
additional cosponsors of the bill Sena-
tors HuMPHREY, GRUENING, Moss, NEU-
BERGER, BURDICK, CLARK, Dobp, McCar-
THY, McGoOVERN, NELSON, PROXMIRE, WIL-
11aMs of New Jersey, YArBoROUGH, and
Younc of Ohio. These Senators are co-
sponsors of S. 650, the bill I introduced
on February 4 of this year to create a
9,000-acre Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore. Some of these present cosponsors
were supporters of similar bills which I
introduced in the 85th, 86th, and 87th
Congresses and it should be particularly
noted that the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GruenNInG], and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] introduced one of the first
bills to rescue a portion of the Indiana
Dunes, in the 86th Congress. Many bills
to save the Indiana Dunes have been in-
troduced in the House of Representatives
since the 85th Congress when Congress-
man SavLor of Pennsylvania, and Con-
gressman O'Hara of Illinois introduced
the first Indiana Dunes National Monu-
ment bills in that body. The continued
interest in rescuing the beautiful and ir-

replaceable dunes on the part of many
Members of Congress may at last bear
fruit in this administration-endorsed
bill now being introduced by the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jackson].

The bill will lie on the table for a
week, and we heartily invite other Sen-
ators to become cosponsors. All Sena-
tors will be sponsors on equal terms.
There will be no last nor first.

Mr. President, it is well known by now
that the present bill to save the dunes
is an administration bill which comes
as part of a compromise decision of the
Bureau of the Budget to permit the
Burns Ditch Harbor report of the Corps
of Engineers to come forward to the
Congress, with certain conditions at-
tached, and which pledges administra-
tion support for a national park in the
Indiana Dunes. The unfortunate and
disheartening part of the administra-
tion’s decision is to except from the pro-
posed park the central section of the
dunes, which we have called unit 2 in
previous dunes bills. This section was,
and parts of it still are, the most beau-
tiful and scientifically most valuable
portion of the Indiana Dunes. While it
is true that the Bethlehem Steel Co. has
destroyed a large part of unit 2, about
700 acres of unspoiled shoreline dunes
and beaches remain. It is a blow to
have support for saving this section
abandoned, as it is to have industrial-
ization in the midst of the dunes en-
couraged. Nevertheless, we now have an
opportunity to establish a fine park and
to preserve many acres of priceless
natural treasure. We should not fail to
take advantage of it.
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A recent editorial in the Washington
Post described the administration com-
promise on the dunes as deserving “not
three, not two, but one cheer.” I would
say it is worth a cheer and a half, Mr.
President, possibly even two, and in my
remarks today, I shall refer only to the
cheerworthy part of the administration
decision.

I can say with certainty that while
our fight to save the dunes has not yet
resulted in congressional approval of a
national park, it has alerted the Con-
gress and the Nation to the values of the
dunes and the urgent need for rescuing
them from further destruction. I first
appealed to the Senate to rescue the
central portions of the dunes from im-
minent industrialization on May 26, 1958.
I did this at the request of the Save the
Dunes Council, a group primarily of In-
diana citizens formed in 1952, and only
after the then senior Senator from In-
diana rejected my plea that he lead the
effort in Congress to save the Midwest's
most priceless heritage of nature.

I mention that history so that no one
will think that I injected myself without
giving the then Senators from Indiana
the opportunity to lead the fight.

Our effort to save the dunes through
congressional action was opposed by in-
creased demands for industrialization,
but we were joined by many of the coun-
try’s great newspapers. I wish partic-
ularly to thank the New York Times, the
Washington Post, the Louisville Courier-
Journal, the Milwaukee Journal, Chica-
go's American, the St. Louis Post Dis-
patch, and the Christian Science
Monitor.

I also wish to thank a score and more
Members of Congress, hundreds of thou-
sands of citizens, and nearly every na-
tional conservation organization.
Among the conservation organizations
which have given full support to the es-
tablishment of a national park in the
dunes are the National Parks Associa-
tion, the Garden Clubs of America, the
Izaak Walton League, the Wildlife Man-
agement Institute, the Sport Fishing In-
stitute, the National Wildlife Federation,
the Nature Conservancy, the National
Council of State Garden Clubs, the Wil-
derness Society, the Sierra Club, the
Citizens Committee for Natural Re-
sources, the American Planning and
Civie Association, and many others.
The help from all these sources has been
extremely important.

The Jackson bill will provide for an
11,700-acre park located mainly to the
east of the beautiful area which was
designated unit 2 in 8. 650. The main
body of the park will run from the
Northern Indiana Public Service Co.
boundary east to Michigan City, includ-
ing a little over a half mile of lakefront
in LaPorte County. This area will be
bounded on the south by the Chicago,
South Shore & South Bend Railroad, and
will except the highly developed portions
of Dune Acres and Beverly Shores and
also the residential development at the
southwest tip of the State park.

Then, immediately south of Dune
Acres, State park, and Beverly Shores
arcas and the Chicago, South Shore &
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South Bend Railroad, there would be an
additional park unit from near
Meadowbrook to a point directly south of
Beverly Shores. The park would also in-
clude the undeveloped lakeshore area be-
tween Gary and Ogden Dunes, bounded
on the south by the New York Central
tracks, plus the natural area immediately
south and across the railroad tracks from
this unit and Ogden Dunes. In addition,
there would be preserved as part of the
park five small units of nature areas in-
cluding sections surrounding Mud Lake,
Morgan, and Billington Lakes and a
stretch of the Little Calumet River 5
miles south of Beverly Shores.

Since news of the bill was first made
public, we have had offers from several
private property holders in the area who,
in a very public spirited manner, have
offered to dispose of their land to the
Federal Government for purposes of the
proposed park. While it it was impossi-
ble to redraft the bill to take account of
their very fine offers, that can be done by
amendments in the committee.

The National Park Service recommen-
dations foresee the following types of
park usage for these areas: Intensive
beach use would be made of the area be-
tween Gary and Ogden Dunes and the
area east of the Beverly Shores residen-
tial development. The sections south of
Ogden Dunes and Dune Acres, and the
smaller parcels inland, would be pre-
served as natural areas with nature
study preserves and nature trails, The
unit south of the railroad and the Dune
Acres State park section would be used
as a nature center with associated day
camps, youth camps, and picnic sites to
the west, and with camping grounds and
the park headquarters to the east.

The rights of property owners will be
liberally protected in the administration
bill by what has come to be called the
Cape Cod formula, just as was pro-
vided in S. 650. This formula permits
owners of improved—that is, having a
house or cottage on it—residential prop-
erty which falls within the park to re-
tain the right of use and occupancy of
the improved property for noncom-
mercial residential purposes for as long
as he or his heirs desire, providing the
use is consistent with park purposes and
the zoning regulations established by
the Secretary of the Interior. Or, if an
owner wishes, he may sell his improved
property to the Government outright, or
sell and retain the right of use and oe-
cupancy for noncommercial residential
purposes for a term of 25 years or less, as
he wishes. Improved residential prop-
erty owners will have full retention and
use of their improved property, and in
addition, will have it protected from
further encroachment by commercial,
industrial, or residential development.

It is important to note that while the
bill will propose that the Indiana Dunes
State Park be made a part of the Na-
tional Lakeshore, this will be entirely
voluntary under the Cape Cod formula.
If the State of Indiana prefers to keep
an independent State park, then agree-
ments will be negotiated between the
State and the National Park Service fo
provide for cooperative and complemen-
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tary development and administration of
the entire area.

We shall seek also in this bill to pro-
vide for adequate and strong protection
against the pollution of the air and
water.

I believe that many of the difficulties
which have held up the passage of this
bill during the past 514 years are now
on the way to being removed. I hope
very much that the Senate Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee will speedily
hold hearings on this bill, that it will be
passed through the Senate this year, and
that there will be action by the House
next year.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement which I have pre-
pared on this matter, which discusses the
details of the administration’s com-
promise proposal, may be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent that two letters,
with enclosures, from the Bureau of the
Budget to the Secretary of the Army
under date of September 24, 1963, also be
printed in the ReEcorp at the conclusion
of my remarks. The first letter is the
report of the administration compromise
plan; the second deals with the crucial
matter of control of air and water pollu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, earlier
in the day a memorandum addressed to
the President from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, John A. Carver, Jr.,
together with the text of the bill, was
printed in the Recorp on request of the
junior Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson]. Senators will want to refer
to this document for the details of the
administration’s recommendation for en-
actment of the Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore bill.

ExurEir 1
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING THE
INpIANA DUNES
(Statement by Senator Paur H. DoUcGLAS)

I want to thank the conservation groups,
various other organizations, many news-
papers, and the thousands of individuals in
this country and abroad for the effort we
have all been making to save the beautiful
Indiana Dunes from destruction. On Sep-
tember 24, as you probably know, the Bureau
of the Budget released a letter on behalf of
the national administration which makes a
most important decision on that vital
matter.

While the Bureau of the Budget letter
fails to protect and rescue the beautiful
central section of the Indiana Dunes, which
we have called unit 2 in the bill to establish
a national dunes park, it does pledge ad-
ministration support for the creation of an
11,700-acre Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore to be located mainly to the east of the
unit 2 section. It is indeed disheartening to
think that the most beautiful and scientifi-
cally most valuable portion of the dunes is to
be left to the bulldozer and the steel mills,
but I believe that we must not fail to take
full advantage of the chance which is now
offered to establish a national dunes park
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that will preserve much of the remaining un-
spoiled dunes area. I therefore want to give
you a full report on what has occurred so that
you will understand our opportunity, as well
as our loss, and I hope you will give continued
support for the new park bill which will be
introduced in the Senate soon.

In essence, the Bureau of the Budget letter
of September 24 permits the Corps of Engi-
neers report on Burns Ditch Harbor to go
forward for congressional action without ad-
ministration objection. But the Bureau also
ordered that certain conditions bearing on
the economic feasibility or justification of
the proposed harbor must be met before
Federal funds are requested for it. In my
opinion, on the basis of my year and a half
study of the Corps of Engineers report, there
can never be a Federal harbor at the Burns
Ditch site If the conditions laid down by the
administration are enforced because those
conditions never can be met. I want to dis-
cuss this matter more fully with you in a
moment, but first let me give you a brief
historical sketch of the developments over
the last few years.

I. THE STRUGGLE TO SAVE THE DUNES

Probably few who see this statement will
need to be told about the beauty and recrea-
tional and scientific values of the Indiana
Dunes, nor of the urgency of our fight to save
them. Carl Sandburg has written that the
Indiana Dunes “are to the Midwest what the
Grand Canyon is to Arizona and Yosemite is
to California.” A little more than a half
century ago the Indiana Dunes ran unspoiled
along the southern tip of Lake Michigan
from Chicago on the west to Michigan City
on the east, This remarkable area of beauti-
ful beaches, “living"” dunes, wooded areas,
and lowlands became known over the world
as one of nature's great wonders. Scientists
from many countries came and still come to
study in the Great Dunes Laboratory of Bot-
any and Ecology, the sclence of the relation-
ship of plants and animal life to their envi-
ronment. Forty-flve years ago, this entire
area could have been preserved for the people
at a cost of only a few million dollars. But
the World War, the irresponsibility of the
1920’s, the depression, and the Second World
War shunted aside the dream of a national
park in the Indiana Dunes. Gradually, in-
dustry and resldential subdivisions pushed
in on the dunes so that by 1950 less than
about 12 miles of shoreline areas remained
unspoiled. In the early 1950's the land specu-
lators and the industrializers began to move
in on the dunes in full force. By 1960, Mid-
west Steel Co. had erected a finishing mill
east of Ogden Dunes and Bethlehem Steel
had acquired several thousand acres of dunes
land between Midwest and the new Northern
Indiana Public Service Co. powerplant. An
alarmed group of courageous and thoughtful
people formed the Save the Dunes Council in
1952. This group began as a small organiza-
tion of northern Indiana citizens, but soon
grew to have national support and member-
ship.

In 1958, the Save the Dunes Council ap-
proached me and asked if I would lead an
effort in the Congress to save the remaining
unspoiled areas of the Indiana Dunes in a
national park. After the then senior Senator
from Indiana rejected my plea that he lead
the effort in Congress to rescue the dunes,
I agreed to help the Save the Dunes Council,
I then introduced a bill to establish an In-
diana Dunes National Monument, which in
later Congresses I enlarged to provide for a
9,000-acre Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore.

II. THE BATTLE OF BURNS DITCH HARBOR
At the same time, the forces seeking to in-
dustrialize the dunes area were pushing their
plans for a federally financed harbor to be
located in the midst of the Indiana Dunes
between Gary and the town of Dune Acres.
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They hoped that such a harbor would lead

to the complete industrialization of the

dunes and increase land values. This pro-
posal came to be known as the Burns Ditch

Harbor after the small drainage and small-

boat stream located near the proposed

harbor site. In October 1960, the port pro-
moters succeeded in getting the local office

of the Corps of Army Engineers to issue a

report recommending that a Burns Ditch

Harbor be constructed and stating that such

a harbor would be economically justified.

The criticlsms which the Save the Dunes

Council and I made of this Corps of Engl-

neers’ report, along with the firm support

we received from public spirited newspapers
and citizens, forced the Corps of Engineers
to call a public hearing on the harbor pro-
posal and withdraw that report. Despite the
strong plea which we made for preservation
of the irreplaceable dunes and the evidence
we presented to show that there was little or
no economic justification for bullding a fifth
harbor for Indiana in the dunes, the corps

issued a second report in February 1962,

again favoring a harbor and alleging that it

would be economically feasible.

The new report recommended that the
Federal Government spend $256 million to
construct an outer  breakwater, on the
promise that the State of Indiana and local
interests would spénd about $43 million for
the necessary shore connections and public
terminal facilities. It is interesting to note
that while the 1960 report claimed a benefit-
to-cost ratlo—that is, the amount of bene-
fits in dollars to be derived from the public
harbor for each dollar of investment to build
it—of nearly 6 to 1, the 1962 report reduced
this ratio to about 1.5 to 1. This new report
was released to the public only 2 days before
the hearings were held by the Public Lands
Subcommittee of the Senate on the bill I
and six other Senators introduced in the 87th
Congress to create the Indiana Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore.

Despite our request for a reasonable period
in which to study the allegations of economic
feasibility for the port which the Corps
‘made, and for a further public hearing, the
Board for Rivers and Harbors of the Corps
of Army Engineers approved the district engl-
neer’s report and recommendations only a
month later, without public hearings, with-
out providing us with the evidence on which
the district engineer allegedly based his con-
clusions, and without considering the ob-
jections and evidence which we presented to
the Board. At the nextstep in the considera-
tion of a Federal harbor project, namely, ap-
proval by the Chief of Army Engineers, we
were again denied a hearing and considera-
tion of our arguments. Over our protests
and requests for falr procedure, the pro-
posal was sent forward to the Bureau of the
Budget which has the responsibility of co-
ordinating the program of the President and
in public works matters of clearing proposals
on behalf of the President for submission to
the Congress.

IIl. APPEAL TO WHITE HOUSE BRINGS ORDER FOR
BUDGET BUREAU REVIEW OF BURNS DITCH
HARBOR
I then appealed to the Bureau of the Bud-

get and directly to President Kennedy him-

self to give us a hearing on our plea to save
the beautiful Indiana Dunes. I pointed out
that the President, himself, had recommend
to the Congress In his March 1961, conserva-
tion message that there be established in
northern Indiana a national lakeshore area
in the Indiana Dunes. Appeals were also
made to the President by the Save the Dunes

Council, conservationists, im t news-

papers, and thousands of citizens asking that

the Indiana dunes be saved.

The report of the Rockefeller Commission
on Outdoor Recreation had only recently
pointed out that the most pressing need in
America is for the preservation and creation
of recreation areas close to where the people
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are. The Indiana Dunes, only an hour's
travel from the center of a densely populated
area of T} million people, was the best
example of what the Rockefeller Commission
was talking about. Here was an opportunity
to save a beautiful and scientifically valuabile
area close to where the people are. When the
administration indicated that the support
of Indiana intercsts, including Governor
Welsh of Indiana and members of the con-
gressional delegation, prevented an outright
rejection of the harbor proposals, we insisted
that the Bureau of the Budget certainly
could not let the harbor proposal go forward
to the Congress without a thorough study of
the economic issues involved. After some
false starts and several anxlous days at the
conclusion of the B87th Congress, when it
looked temporarily as if the harbor report
would go forward, the Bureau of the Budget
began to carefully study the objections which
I and others had to the harbor proposal.

IV. SAVE THE DUNES COUNCIL ENGINEERING
COMMITTEE EFFECTIVELY CHALLENGES CORPS'
FIGURES ON HARBOR
During the past year the engineering com-

mittee of the Save the Dunes Council, con-

sisting of a few extremely competent and
dedicated men who volunteered their services
during their off-work hours, made an ex-
traordinary and intensive study of the Corps
of Engineers’ recommendations. They dis-
covered numerous errors of fact and argu-
ment and with their very fine help I was able
to put this evidence before the Bureau of the

Budget and in many cases to secure a revi-

sion of the corps’ estimates.

I cannot go into these matters in detail
here, but what we found was that the evi-
dence contradicted the port promoters'
claims of real public benefit from the pro-
posed harbor. For example, we found that
the corps’ estimates of traffic through the
harbor of coal, grain, and general cargo were
excessive and that the volume of traffic, In
fact, would be so slight as not to justify the
expenditure of Federal funds for a harbor.
‘We also found errors in the calculations made
of supposed savings to shippers due to alleged
reductions in shipping times and In tug and
vessel delay costs. Most of our objections
were recognized by the Bureau of the Budget
in their letter of September 24, 1963. We
also showed conclusively that the State of
Indiana, which under their constitution
would have to issue revenue bonds to pay
for the $39 million cost of public terminal
facilities, could not sell such revenue bonds
because the expected revenue from the pub-
lic terminal would be insufficlent to pay for
the retirement of the bonds.

I believe that the evidence we presented
to the Bureau of the Budget showed con-
clusively that local commitments could not
be met, that traffic in coal, grain, and general
cargo would be Insufficient to support the
port, and generally that this harbor Is not
economically justified. Moreover, we pointed
out again and again that the primary jus-
tification for the harbor was the alleged use
to be made of 1t by the two steel companies
which the port promoters said would some-
day bulld basic or Integrated mills in the
dunes. However, we pointed out that nei-
ther of the two steel companies would com-
mit itself to whether it would definitely
build an integrated mill or when such con-
struction would ever begin.

While we were able to question successfully
much of the alleged evidence in support of
the economic justification for the harbor, the
crucial problem remained the same with re-
spect to the action to be taken by the Bureau
of the Budget. The supporters of the na-
tional park in the Indiana Dunes asked that
the proposed harbor report be rejected by
the Bureau of the Budget on the grounds
that its economic justification could not be
shown. On the other hand, some officials
argued that the traditional policy of the
Bureau of the Budget has been to permit
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harbor ls to go forward to the Con-
gress for authorization, but with conditions
attached which must be met before any Fed-
eral funds could be expended on the project.
I pleaded that the fate of the Indiana Dunes
was at stake and that, therefore, the admin-
istration should not follow such a policy.
Nevertheless, the Bureau of the Budget and
the White House felt, wrongly in my judg-
ment, that this policy must be followed.
The effect of our evidence on the gquestion
of economic feasibility was, therefore, to
force the Corps of Engineers to rewrite their
report and to cause the Bureau of the Budget
to impose stringent conditions on the harbor
proposal.

V. UNLIKELY THAT BUDGET BUREAU'S CONDITIONS
ON HARBOR CAN BE MET

In its comment on the harbor question,
the Bureau of the Budget in its letter of
September 24 says in part that no Federal
funds may be used for the construction of a
Burns Ditch Harbor unless:

(1) Both National and Bethlehem Steel
give firm commitments to build integrated
steel mills with a large volume of produe-
tion and there is conclusive evidence that
at least 5 milllon tons of independent coal
will be shipped out of the harbor each year;

or

(2) One steel company commits itself to
build an integrated plan and it is proved
than 10 million tons of nonsteel commodities
annually would be transshipped out of the
Burns Ditch Harbor. In either case, the Bu-
reau sald, the alleged benefit-to-cost ratio-
would be well below 1.3 to 1.

I believe that these requirements, as well
as other requirements contained in the Bu-
reau's letter, can never be met and hence
that there will never be a Federal harbor in
the dunes If the requirements are enforced.
The steel companies, of course, as we have
pointed out all along, still refuse to give
commitments that they will bulld integrated
mills, In addition, it 1s highly doubtful
that coal trafic could ever approach the re-
quired volumes. We pointed out and the Bu-
reau admits that the corps falled to take into
account several important factors affecting
the future coal traffic in the Chicago area.
In fact, the Bureau ordered in its letter that
there must be an interagency study of the
coal question conducted by the Secretary of
the Army, the Department of Commerce, the
Federal Power Commission, and the Atomic
Energy Commission, prior to any appropria-
tions being requested for a Burns Ditch
Harbor.

Moreover, the Corps of Engineers clalm
of coal benefits at Burns Ditch Harbor failed
to take account of these very important fac-
tors: (1) Nearly all the coal which is trans-
shipped out of the Chicago area is presently
handled in the Calumet Harbor by the Rail-
to-Water, Inc., facilities at 85th Street and
the Calumet River; (2) this facility is owned
by the rallroads which ship the coal to the
Chicago area for transshipment; (3) this
facility will not move to Burns Ditch Har-
bor, which one railroad will monopolize, ex-
cept on the payment of a huge bonus which
the Indiana Port Commission eannot pos-
sibly afford to pay it; (4) Rail-to-Water, Inc.,
has a capacity of 15 million tons per year,
which is three times the present movement
of coal from rail to lake vessel in the Chicago
area and ftwice the lkely maximum fu-
ture volume of coal traffic; and (5) the
Monon Railroad has already received Inter-
state Commerce Commission approval for
its plans greatly to increase its capacity at
Michigan City for transferring coal from rail
to water. The Monon Railroad, of course, is
the main raflroad serving the southern In-
diana coal producers.

In addition to the conditions concerning
integrated steel mills and coal traffic, the
Bureau of the Budget letter set up a number
of other conditions which would have to be
met before appropriations are made. If will
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also be very difficult to meet many of these
conditions, They include:

(1) The local interests must, prior to ex-
penditure of Federal funds for construction,
furnish assurances satisfactory to the Sec-
retary of the Army that the items of local
cooperation recommended by the Chief of
Engineers will be complied with. These
items of local cooperation include: Provid-
ing the land and rights-of-way for the har-
bor; assuming all responsibility for damage
due to the construction and maintenance of
the project, including damages for any shore
erosion; relmbursing the U.8. Government
for all excess cost for dredging should this
work be done by other than hydraulic
methods; providing and maintaining at local
expense adequate public terminal and trans-
fer facilities open to all on equal terms; pro-
viding and maintaining without cost to the
U.B. Government depths in berthing areas
and local access channels serving the ter-
minals commensurate with the depths pro-
vided in the related project areas; and con-
structing adequate east and west shore con-
nections having lengths of 1,820 feet and
2,500 feet, respectively.

The cost of meeting these requirements,
of course, affects the ability of the port
commission to secure sufficient revenues
from the port to retire the revenue honds
which must be sold to pay for the public
terminal facilities. When all these costs are
taken into account, serious doubt is cast
upon the ability of the port commission
to sell these bonds.

{2) In addition to the above requirements
which were recommended by the Chief of
Engineers, the Bureau of the Budget requires
also that before there can be expenditures
of funds for construction there must be
assurances that:

(a) “Arrangements and schedules for pro-
viding public terminals and transfer facil-
ities are adequate to support the traffic on
which project benefits are based and such
facilities will be financed on a self-liguidat-
ing basis.”

(b) “Water and air pollution sources will
be controlled to the maximum extent feasi-
ble in order to minimize any adverse effects
on public recreational areas in the general
vicinity of the harbor.” I shall discuss this
condition in more detail in a moment.

(c) “There will be construction of two
integrated steel mills on a schedule gener-
ally consistent with the completion of the
harbor—or of one integrated steel mill if a
detailed study by the Chief of Engineers of
trafiic related to the other mill, and to other
transshipped commodities, clearly supports
economic justification of the project. The
study should be supplemented by an apprais-
al in collaboration with other interested Fed-
eral agencies of prospective coal shipments
to the proposed harbor with appropriate con-
sideration of other possible alternative modes
of coal movement such as barge-to-lake ves~
sel transshipment,” This means that the
Corps of Engineers alleged evidence on fu-
ture coal movement in the Chicago area was
successfully challenged by the Save the
Dunes Council engineers with the result that
the Bureau has ordered a new coal study.

In its letter, the Bureau says that while
some growth of coal consumption in the
Great Lakes area will take place, an as-
sumption of the magnitude of that made by
the Corps of Engineers “should be based
upon further study by all the Federal agen-
cles concerned.” The report goes on: “For
example, recent technological developments
in rall transportation and electrical genera-
tion and transmission do not appear to have
been fully considered in the division engi-
neer’s coal projection. In addition, we be-
lieve that more recent information with re-
spect to the possibility of nuclear power gen-
eration in the area should be given further
consideration."”
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Further, the Bureau concludes its letter
by noting: “Subject to these unders
you are advised that there would be no ob-
jection to the submission of the report to
the Congress. No commitment, however, can
be made at this time as to when any esti-
mate of appropriation would be submitted
for construction of the project, if authorized
by the Congress, since this would be gov-
erned by the President's budgetary objectives
as determined by the then prevailing fiscal
situation.”

Thus it is clear from the Bureau of the
Budget's letter that the administration’s
approval of a Burns Ditch Harbor is subject
to many conditions, which the port pro-
moters will have great difficulty in meeting.
For my part, I shall continue to point out
the evidence which shows that the Burns
Ditch Harbor is not economically justified.
I shall also continue my appeal that indus-
trialization in this area not be encouraged
by the construction of a Federal harbor, par-
ticularly not by a harbor which is unsound
economically, because we must preserve
every possible inch of the Indiana Dunes for
the generations to come, I shall present
this evidence before the committees of the
House and the Senate.

I would like to make it clear again, how-
ever, that I do not oppose Indiana having
another harbor on Lake Michigan if it can
be shown that it is economically justified.
Four harbors already exlst in Indiana along
its short shoreline, two public and two pri-
vate. Moreover, the Corps of Engineers is
now in its second year of studying the pro-
posed Tri-City Harbor which would be lo-
cated in Lake County, in Indiana, near the
clties of Whiting, Gary, and East Chicago.
On the basis of present evidence I believe
that the Tri-City Harbor proposal is much
more justified than a Burns Ditch Harbor,
and it would have the great advantage of
confining further industrialization largely
to the already industrialized Lake County.

VI. ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDS 11,700-ACRE
DUNES PARK

While it is a disheartening experience to
have lost support for the preservation of the
beautiful unit 2 area, the new decision of
the administration does provide us with “half
a loaf” for which we can be greatful and
of which we must take full advantage.

The administration has now given its
pledge of support for an 11,700-acre Indiana
Dunes National Lakeshore. This proposal ex-
cepts the unit 2 area, but If we are to be
realistic we must push for enactment of the
recommended park bill. We can do this in
the hope that, if no Federal harbor is built
at Burns Ditch and if Bethlehem Steel re-
frains from maliclously destroying the re-
maining unspoiled areas along the lake in
unit 2, we might, once a park is established,
amend the act to provide for inclusion in the
park of whatever remains of value in unit 2.

Within a few days I expect to cosponsor
in the Senate, along with the chairman and
senior member of the Interior Committee
and the two Senators from Indiana, the new
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore bill rec-
ommended by the administration. I am
confident that we will be jolned in sponsor-
ship of this legislation by many members
of the Senate Public Lands Subcommittee,
by the cosponsors of the bill, S. 6560, which
I introduced earlier this year, and by other
Senators as well. We will make every ef-
fort to secure immediate hearings by the
Public Lands Subcommittee and action in the
Senate as soon as possible. At the same time,
I shall confer with leaders of the House of
Representatives, Including Congressman
JoHN P, SayLor of Pennsylvania, the ranking
Republican member of the House Interiar
Committee who introduced a companion hill
to 8. 650 earlier this year, in an effort to
secure House action on the new adminis-
tration bill.
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The recommendations of the Bureau of
the Budget with respect to the proposed na-
tional lakeshore in the Indiana Dunes de-
serve particular notice. In its letter the Bu-
reau notes that the President endorsed the
objective of establishing a national lakeshore
in the dunes in his conservation message and
that the administration supported congres-
slonal action to this end in comments on my
bill which was considered by the Senate Sub-
committee in the 87th Congress. The Bu-
reau also notes that it has been particularly
concerned in the last year with the preserva-
tion of unit 2, but that much of this area has
recently been destroyed by the Bethlehem
Steel Co. and leveled as & site for a finish-
ing mill, leaving only about 675 acres of the
original 2,000 acres in its natural state. The
letter goes on to say that the Department
of Interior has recently reviewed the remain-
ing dunes area and has recommended an
enlarged area which will fully meet the
criterla for a national lakeshore. This re-
port will be submitted to Congress very
shortly.

The report says further, “It is the Presi-
dent's wish to see a deep draft harbor for
Indiana made a reality, while at the same
time preserving as much as possible of the
priceless heritage of Indiana Dunes for fu-
ture generations. Early acquisition of these
natural areas is essential if they are to be
preserved for public use and enjoyment. Aec-
cordingly, it would be highly desirable that
the Congress give early consideration to both
harbor and park proposals in order that ap-
propriate plans for a balanced development
of this important area may be made.

I have received assurances from the Na-
tional Park Service and the White House of
their earnestness about getting this park
established. I shall do my best to secure
the full assistance of the Secretary of the
Interior and the President in promoting the
park bill in the Congress.

VII, NEW PARK BILL WILL LET DUNES RESIDENTS
RETAIN OR SELL THEIR IMPROVED PROPERTY

The administration bill to create the In-
diana Dunes National Lakeshore tentatively
will provide for an 11,700-acre park located
mainly to the east of the beautiful area
which was designated unit 2 in 8. 650. Na-
tional Park Service is recommending that the
main body of the park run from Northern
Indiana Public Service Co. (Nipsco) bound-
ary east to Michigan City including a little
over & half mile of lakefront in LaPorte
County. This area will be bounded on the
south by the Chicago, South Shore, and
Bouth Bend Railroad, and will except the
highly developed portions of Dune Acres
and Beverly SBhores and also the residential
development at the southwest tip of the
Btate park.

Then, immediately south of Dune Acres,
State park, and Beverly Shores areas and
the C.SS. & S.B. Railroad, there would be
an additional park unit running from near
Meadowbrook to a point directly south of
Beverly Shores. The park would also in-
clude the undeveloped lakeshore area be-
tween Gary and Ogden Dunes, hounded on
the south by the New York Central tracks,
plus the natural area immediately south and
across the rallroad tracks from this unit and
Ogden Dunes. In addition, there would be
preserved as part of the park five small units
of nature areas including sections surround-
ing Mud Lake, Morgan, and Billington Lakes
and a stretch of the Little Calumet River
5 miles south of Beverly Shores,

The National Park Service recommenda-
tions foresee the following types of park
usage for these areas. Intensive beach use
would be made of the area between Gary
and Ogden Dunes and the area east of the
Beverly Shores residential development. The
sections south of Ogden Dunes and Dune
Acres, and the smaller parcels inland, would
be preserved as natural areas with nature
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study preserves and nature trails. The unit
south of the rallroad and the Dune Acres-
State park section would be used as a nature
center with assoclated day camps, youth
camps, and pienic sites to the west and with
camping grounds and the park headquarters
to the east.

The rights of property owners will be
liberally protected in the administration bill
by what has come to be called the “Cape Cod
formula,” just as was provided in 5. 650.
This formula permits owners of improved
(i.e., having a house or cottage on 1t) resi-
dential property which falls within the park
to retain the right of use and occupancy of
the improved property for noncommercial
residential purposes for as long as he or
his heirs desire, providing the use is con-
sistent with park purposes and the zoning
regulations established by the Secretary of
the Interior. Or, if an owner wishes, he may
sell his improved property to the Govern-
ment outright, or sell and retain the right
of use and occupancy for noncommerclal
residential purposes for a term of 25 years
or less, as he wishes. Improved residential
property owners will have full retention and
use of their improved property, and in addi-
tion, will have it protected from further
encroachment by commercial, industrial or
residential development.

It is important to note that while the bill
will propose that the Indiana Dunes State
Park be made a part of the national lake-
shore, this will be entirely voluntary under
the Cape Cod formula. If the State of
Indiana prefers to keep an independent State
park, then agreements will be negotiated
between the State and the National Park
Service to provide for cooperative and com-
plementary development and administration
of the entire area.

VIII. STRONG PROTECTION ACAINST AIR AND
WATER POLLUTION NECESSARY

Of course, one of the major problems af-
fecting this compromise proposal is the pos-
sibility that pollution from the Industrial-
ized areas In the dunes will destroy the rec-
reational values of the national park. The
danger of such pollution was one of the most
important reasons for our plea that there
should be no Burns Ditch Harbor and no
encouragement whatsoever of industrializa-
tion in the Dunes. Nevertheless, we are faced
with the decision to permit industrialization
in the unit 2 area and so we must do all
that is possible to see that the pollution
will be controlled. I discussed this matter
at length with the representatives of the
Bureau of the Budget and the White House,
and they agree that strong action must be
taken against pollution. In their letter, the
Bureau states:

“Successful functioning of the
park areas for public recreation use is closely
related, of course, to possible adverse effects
of water and air pollution that might result
from present and future industrialization
in the vicinity of the proposed harbor site.
The Public Health Service, in a special report
dated June 19, 1962 to the Corps of Engi-
neers and by letter of August 8, 1962, to the
Bureau of the Budget, has indicated that
potential water and air pollution from exist-
ing and ultimate development in the harbor
area, if adequately controlled, should not
seriously interfere with public recreational
use of the present and proposed dumne park
area to the east. We are informed that the
Indiana Stream Pollution Board has ade-
quate legislative authority to require abate-
ment of existing and potential water pollu-
tion sources. We have also been advised
that the town of Portage and Porter County
have zoning regulations relating to air pollu-
tign, and that the State of Indiana has en-
acted an air pollution control law which pro-
vides a legal basis for effective air pollution
control, including authority for the State
to intervene if local agencles do not enforce
their ordinances. Given adequate enforce-
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ment of controls on water and air pollution
emanating from sources in the Burns Ditch
area—assurances of which we believe should
be made prerequisite to construction of the
Burns Waterway project—it would appear
that adverse effects of the proposed harbor
development and related port complex on
present and prospective recreational uses in
the area would not be substantial.”

I believe that we must seek full assurance
that there will be adequate control of air
and water pollution in the area. Legislation
now pending in the Congress may give us
satisfactory protection, but if not, then we
may have to consider including in the dunes
lakeshore bill speclal authority for the Sec-
retary of the Interlor to take actlon in court
agalnst pollution offenders. This will be
extremely important.

IX. YOUR HELP IS NEEDED

1 hope you find this explanation of some
help. We have suffered a great loss in the
ruthless destruction of unit 2 by Bethlehem
Steel, encouraged by the officials of the
State of Indiana, and in the abandonment
of this area to Industrialization by the ad-
ministration. But we now have an oppor-
tunity to save much of the remaining un-
spoiled area in the dunes. Even though we
have promises of administration support, of
course, we will not have an easy road in
getting the park bill through the Congress.
We are going to need the continued active
support of the conservation groups, news-
papers, and the hundreds of thousands of
cltizens who love beauty and want to pre-
serve our natural heritage for the people
of our crowded Nation of the future. If we
delay, the dunes destroyers will move into
the other areas which are now marked for
rescue. If we delay long, there will be no
dunes left to save. I hope you will continue
to help us.

PAUL H. DOUGLAS,
U.5. Senate.

ExHIBIT 2

ExXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., September 24, 1961.
Hon. CYrUS R. VANCE,
Secretary of the Army,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. SECRETARY: The Department of
the Army submitted on June 27, 1962, a favor-
able report of the Chief of Engineers on
Burns Waterway Harbor, Ind., In response to
resolutions by the Committees on Public
Works, U.8. Senate and House of Representa-~
tives, adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27,
1956, respectively, and to an earlier resolu-
tion of the Committee on Public Works of
the House of Representatives, adopted March
15, 1949. Mr. Califano’s letter of August 20,
1943, submitted a revised report in substitu-
tion therefor.

The Chief of Engineers recommends, sub-
ject to certain requirements of local co-
operation, construction of a deep-draft har-
bor near Burns Waterway consisting of pro-
tective breakwaters with shore connections,
approach and entrance channels, and an
outer harbor area of 2256 acres.

Based on November 1961 price levels, the
Federal cost for construction is estimated
at about $256 million and annual maintenance
at about $100,000. The benefit-cost ratio,
based on a 50-year period of analysis, 1s stated
to be 1.65.

The report of the Chief of Engineers stipu-
lates that, prior to construction, local in-
terests agree to meet certain stated condi-
tions of cooperation., These conditions
include construction of one fully integrated
steel mill, construction of east and west shore
connections to the proposed Federal break-
waters at an estimated cost of $4.56 million,
and provision and maintenance at local ex-
pense of adequate public terminal and trans-
fer facilities open to all on equal terms.
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Review of this project report by the Bureau
of the Budget has been delayed by two fac-
tors. First, it has been necessary to examine
in detall the estimated benefits and costs
used by the Corps of Engineers in its initial
report in determining the project's economic
Justification. Second, we have desired to give
every consideration to the possibility of lo-
cating the project in such a manner as to
preserve the maximum area possible for a
national lakeshore dunes area, in accord with
the President’s stated objective in his mes-
sage to the Congress of March 1, 1962,

In an effort to preserve a larger area for a
national lakeshore dunes park, consideration
has been given to alternative proposals de-
veloped by the Lake Michigan Reglonal
Planning Council and the Save the Dunes
Couneil which would place the harbor inland
and westward from the location proposed by
the Corps of Engineers. The Department of
the Army has analyzed these proposals and
has pointed out the greater cost and lesser
operating efficiency of the alternative harbors
and the fact that they have been rejected
both by the Indiana Port Commission, the
local sponsor for the harbor, and the two
steel companies concerned. Therefore, the
Department has informally concluded that
the alternative harbors could not be recom-
mended. The Bureau of the Budget concurs
in this conclusion.

ANALYSIS OF REVISED REPORT

The Chief of Engineers, in his revised re-
port, has undertaken a detalled review of the
project justification, taking into aecount a
number of questions which had been raised
with respect to the economic feasibility of
the original project proposal. As a result, the
revised report has reduced certain estimated
project benefits, These reductions, assuming
one integrated steel mill and annual ship-
ments of 5 million tons of coal through the
harbor, would reduce the project benefit-cost
ratlo from 1.62 to 1.03. The revised report
assumes two Integrated steel mills and an
average aunual shipment of coal through the
harbor of 10 million tons. As a result the
benefit-cost ratio in the revised report is
estimated at 1.65.

The Bureau of the Budget has carefully
reviewed the revised report. Our conclusions
are as follows:

1. Aside from the assumptions with re-
spect to the construction of two integrated
steel mills and the volume of coal shipments
from the Burns Ditch Harbor, the Bureau of
the Budget believes that the net saving In
vessel movement time for coal, grain, and
general cargo used by the Corps of Engineers
is exceasive, based upon a full review of in-
formation provided by the Great Lakes Tow-
ing Co., subsequent to completion of the
Chief of Engineers revised report. In addi-
tion, this information Indicates that the
number of tugs currently necessary for ves-
sels equipped with bow thrusters is fewer
than assumed by the Corps of Engineers.
We also believe that the cost of bow-thruster
equipment should not be specifically as-
seesed against the cost of operating in the
Calumet River, but should be regarded as
part of the total operating cost of the ves-
sels on which such equipment is installed—
as would normally be the case with any other
vessel improvement. Finally, we believe a
minor additional reduction in benefits
should be made to take into account the
lower operating cost of foreign vessels utiliz-
ing the port.

2. The revised report of the Chief of En-
gineers assumes the need for a harbor ade-
quate to provide for the requirements or two
integrated steel mills with the result that
the assumed benefits due to the construction
of a public harbor are increased from $10
to $17 milllon. It Is our understand-
ing that both companies, the National Steel
Corp. and the Bethlehem Steel Co., have
stated thelr intention to add basic steel-
making facilities to the rolling and finishing
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mills -now in-operation or under construc-
tion, the timing to be determined in the
light of economic and other considerations.
The fact that timing of such action must
necessarily be indefinite Is understandable.
However, this consideration is highly impor-
tant as shipments into the harbor of iron
ore, limestone, and coking coal, which con-
stitute the underlying justification for the
steel mill benefits claimed, are dependent
upon the construction of such steelmaking
facilities, We, therefore, believe that ex-
plicit arrangements should be made by the
Secretary of the Army to obtain more spe-
cific assurances prior to submitting an ap-
propriation request to undertake the con-
struction of the harbor based upon these
assumptions,

3. The Bureau of the Budget believes that
uncertainties exist with respect to forecast-
ing future trends in coal shipments which
have been assumed in the revised report of
the Chief of Engineers. The upward re-
vision contained in the revised report is
based upon a projection of total average
annual coal shipments of 24 million tons
from ports along the southern shore of Lake
Michigan over the next 50 years developed
by the division engineer in his 1961 coal
traffic analysis. This latter report was de-
veloped as a general basis for analyzing
various harbor project proposals in the
Great Lakes area. It is noted, however, that
coal shipments from south Lake Michigan
ports, currently about 6 million tons an-
nually, have shown no significant increase
since 1957.

‘While we do not question the fact that con-
slderable growth of coal consumption in the
Great Lakes area will take place, particularly
for electric power generatlon requirements,
we believe that an assumption of this mag-
nitude of growth should be based upon fur-
ther study by all of the Federal agencies
concerned, For example, recent technologi-
cal developments in rail transportation and
electric generation and transmission do not
appear to have been fully considered in the
division engineer’s coal projection. In ad-
dition, we believe that more recent informa-
tion with respect to the possibilities of nu-
clear power generation In the area should
be given further consideration. Under these
cireumstances, the Bureau of the Budget be-
lleves that the Department of the Army
should undertake immediately a review in
cooperation with other interested Federal
agencles of the estimates contained in the
1961 coal trafiic analysis with a view to an
early reappralsal of possible coal shipments
from southern Lake Michigan ports and a
determination of the effect upon the eco-
nomic justification of the harbor,

The Bureau of the Budget has not ques-
tioned the assumption underlying the report
that, should the overall volume of ship-
ments be realized, adequate coal transfer
facilities would be needed at both Calumet
Harbor and Burns Waterway Harbor,

4, The Chief of Engineers' report states
that under the standards for project formu-
lation and evaluation approved by the Presi-
dent, it is permissible to use a 100-year
period for evaluation, and that the result-
ing benefit-cost ratio would be increased
by about 30 percent. Present standards do
provide that the economic evaluation of a
project shall encompass the period of time
over which the project will serve a useful

pose and an evaluation period of up to
100 years is permissible where appropriate.
However, in a project such as this an eco-
nomic analysis over a period of as much as
100 years becomes exceedingly conjectural
because of the difficulty of defining remote
future conditions such as projected traffic
patterns, trends in vessel development, and
transportation technology. Accordingly, if
an evaluation period significantly greater
than 50 years were to be adopted for this
project, we believe it should be based on a
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thorough ' evaluation and fully supported
determination of physical and economic use-
fulness over such a period.

5. In the 1960 report of the district engl-

‘neer on the Burns Waterway Harbor project,

the economic costs of shoreline erosion ex-
pected to result to the west of the proposed
harbor were included in the economic eval-
uation of the Federal project. In his
1961 report, on which the report of the Chief
of Engineers is based, these effects are not
similarly evaluated. The district engineer
notes, however, that on January 5, 1961, a
permit was issued by the Department of the
Army to Midwest Steel Division of National
SBteel Corp. to construct bulkheads and ri-
parian fill extending 2,500 feet into Lake
Michigan., In his judgment, this bulkhead
would intercept the littoral drift moving
from east to west along the shore of Lake
Michigan at that point. His report notes
that matters regarding shore erosion due to
the riparian fill and its bulkheads concern
the shore owners and the permittee, not the
United States. Accordingly, he now con-
cludes that any shore erosion which might
occur by reason of construction in the Burns
Ditch area would be associated with the
previously approved riparian fill. As the
erosion would not be further aggravated by
the proposed Burns Harbor breakwater, no
economic cost associated with beach erosion
is assessed against the harbor. The Bureau
of the Budget belleves this treatment to be
in accord with normal project evaluation
practice,

6. Questions have been raised regarding
the ability of the State of Indiana to finance
on a self-liquidating basis the transfer and
terminal facllities and the other required
items of local cooperation. While the Indiana
port commission is currently obtaining more
definite information on thls matter through
contract consultants, the Bureau of the
Budget would regard the formal assurances
that have been given by the Governor of
Indiana as adequate for authorization pur-
poses and in keeping with established prac-
tice for other projects of this type. We be-
lieve, however, that firm assurances on this
matter should precede construction of the
harbor,

RECOMMENDED LAKESHORE AREA

In recent years, several legislative pro-
posals have been advanced to establish an
Indiana dunes national lakeshore to pre-
serve a portion of remaining undeveloped
beaches, dunes, and marshes for their high
natural scenic, scientific, and recreational
values. This objective was endorsed by the
President in his message on conservation
and supported by this administration in
comments on legislation before the 87th
Congress. The relationship of such pro-
posals to development of a port and indus-
trial complex assoclated with the proposed
harbor has been a matter of considerable
contention. Of particular concern was pres-
ervation of one tract of highly desirable
duneland lying immediately adjacent to and
east of the site of the proposed harbor.
Much of this tract recently has been de-
veloped by its owner, the Bethlehem Steel
Co., as a site for a rolling and finishing mill,
leaving only about 675 acres of the original
2,064 acres in its natural state. The com-
pany has indicated its intention to use this
remaining parcel for further expansion of
its facilities.

The Department of the Interlor has re-
cently reviewed the remaining areas of In-
diana dunes to determine those feasible for
incorporation in a lakeshore park. While
the tracts immediately adjacent to the har-
bor site are not proposed for acquisition, an
area fully meeting the established criteria
for a natlonal lakeshore area has been de-
veloped by the Department of the Interior
and will be submitted to the Congress short-

1y.
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It is the President’s wish to see a deep-
draft harbor for Indiana made a reality,
while at the same time preserving as much
as possible of the priceless heritage of In-
diana dunes for future generations. Early
acquisition of remaining dunes and natural
areas is essential if they are to be preserved
for public use and enjoyment. Accordingly,
it would be highly desirable that the Con-
gress give early consideration to both harbor
and park proposals in order that appropriate
plans for a balanced development of this im-
portant area may be made.

Successful functioning of the proposed
park areas for public recreation use is close-
1y related, of course, to possible adverse ef-
fects of water and air pollution that might
result from present and future industrializa-
tion in the vicinity of the proposed harbor
site. The Public Health Service, in a spe-
cial report dated June 19, 1962, to the Corps
of Engineers and by letter of August 8, 1962,
to the Bureau of the Budget has indicated
that potential water and air pollution from
existing and ultimate development in the
harbor area, if adequately controlled, should
not seriously interfere with public recrea-
tional use of the present and proposed dune
park area to the east.

We are informed that the Indiana Stream
Pollution Board has adequate leglislative au-
thority to require abatement of existing and
potential water pollution sources. We have
also been advised that the town of Portage
and Porter County have zoning regulations
relating to air pollution, and that the State of
Indiana has enacted an air pollution control
law which provides a legal basis for effective
air pollution control, including authority for
the State to intervene if local agencles do
not enforce their ordinances. Given ade-
quate enforcement of controls on water and
air pollution emanating from sources in the
Burns Ditch area—assurance of which we
believe should be made prerequisite to con-
struction of the Burns Waterway project—
it would appear that adverse effects of the
proposed harbor development and related
port complex on present and prospective rec-
reational uses in the area would not be sub-
stantial,

Administration endorsed legislation now
pending before the Congress would go far in
asserting a Federal responsibility to prevent
alr pollution In situations of this kind in
the event that effective State and local ac-
tion has not been taken.

CONCLUSIONS

The Bureau of the Budget recommends the
authorization of the Burns Waterway Harbor,
provided that prior to expenditure of funds
for comstruction, local interests furnish as-
surances satisfactory to the Secretary of the
Army that the items of local cooperation
recommended by the Chief of Engineers will
be complied with and additionally that:

1. Arrangements and schedules for provid-
ing public terminals and transfer facilities
are adequate to support the trafic on which
project benefits are based and such facilities
will be financed on a self-liquidating basis.

2. Water and afr pollution sources will be
controlled to the maximum extent feasible
in order to minimize any adverse effects on
public recreational areas in the general vi-
cinity of the harbor.

3. There will be construction of two in-
tegrated steel mills on a schedule generally
consistent with the completion of the har-
bor—or of one integrated steel mill if a de-
tailed study by the Chief of Engineers of
traffic related to the other mill, and to other
transshipped commodities, clearly supports
economic justification of the project. The
study should be supplemented by an ap-
praisal in collaboration with other interested
Federal agencies of prospective coal ship-
ments through the proposed harbor with ap-
propriate consideration of other possible
alternative modes of coal movement such as
barge-to-lake vessel transshipment.
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Subject to these understandings, you are
advised that there would be no objection to
the submission of the report to the Congress.
No commitment, however, can be made at
this time as to when any estimate of ap-
propriation would be submitted for construe-
tion of the project, if authorized by the
Congress, since this would be governed by
the President’s budgetary objectives as deter-
mined by the then prevailing fiscal situa-
tion.

Sincerely,
ELMER B. STAATS,
Deputy Director.
ExecUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., September 24, 1963.
Hon. CYrUs R. VANCE,
Secretary of the Army,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. SECRETARY: In connection with
the Bureau of the Budget's review of the
report of the Chief of Engineers on Burns
Waterway Harbor, certain information was
requested of the Public Health Service with
respect to air and water pollution which
might be expected to occur in connection
with the industrialization which is planned
in the vicinity of the harbor.

The information requested was primarily
to determine if the expected industrializa-
tion would significantly impair planned rec-
reational use of beach and dunes areas con-
templated under proposals for a national
lakeshore area in that vicinity. The sub-
stance of the findings of the Public Health
Service in this respect is set forth in our
clearance letter on the Burns Waterway Har-
bor project report.

As an extension of their consideration of
the effect of potential air pollution in rela-
tion to proposed recreational development,
the Public Health Service has recently sub-
mitted an additional report on the possible
additive effect on air pollution levels in the
Gary-East Chicago area from pollution orig-
inating in the vicinity of Burns Waterway.

We suggest that this letter and the letter
from the Public Health Service, attached, to-
gether with the letter and report previously
made available to your staff on pollution
matters, be made a part of the project re-
port document on the Burns Waterway Har-
bor.

Sincerely,
ELMER B. STAATS,
Deputy Director.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EnU-
CATION, AND WELFARE,
PuBLic HEALTH SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1963.
Hon. KErMIiT GORDON,
Bureau of the Budget,
Ezxecutive Office of the President,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. Gorpoxn: This is in response to a
request from your staff for a further analysis
and judgment concerning the potential air
pollution problems assoclated with proposed
industrial developments along the Lake
Michigan shore in northern Indiana, and
more specifically as to the contribution of the
proposed Burns Ditch developments to air
pollution in the open dunes land areas im-
mediately to the west of Ogden Dunes and
in the Gary-East Chicago area.

Enclosed is a copy of a brief staffl memo-
randum making the evaluation requested.
Necessarily, because of limitations of time
and existing available data, this evaluation
is not nearly as complete as desirable.
Nevertheless, it appears to be adequate to
bringing into focus a potentially serious air
pollution problem and it is our feeling that
an extended evaluation would merely
sharpen up values rather than change them
significantly.

The Gary-East Chicago area is already one
of the more highly polluted areas in the
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United States with respect to airborne par-
ticulate matter. Only limited information
is available on this area with respect to air-
borne concentrations of sulfur oxides pollut-
ants; available information, however, would
indicate that such pollution is already at
levels sufficiently high to be of concern.

Up to the present time, air pollution con-
trol programs operated by governmental
agencies in this area are only of nominal
extent, The city of East Chicago has a
program which employs one man and Gary
is reported to be developing a program. The
State of Indiana is developing a control pro-
gram under recently enacted legislation and
currently has one engineer with full-time
activities in this effort. None of the steel pro-
duction furnaces in the Gary-East Chicago
area have air pollution control equipment
installed on them according to available in-
formation, although we understand that at
least two of the companies are giving consid-
eration to the installation of such controls,
In addition, in this area there are other large
potential sources of air pollution including
oil refineries and utility company electric
generating stations.

The enclosed memorandum would indicate
that, for 2 to 4 percent of the time (7 to
14 days per year) the contribution of air-
borne particulates in the open dunes land
area west of Ogden Dunes from the proposed
Burns Ditch industrial development is esti-
mated at 400 to 800 micrograms per cublc
meter: somewhat higher levels would be ex-
pected in the community of Ogden Dunes,
which has a population of about 1,000.

Also the enclosed memorandum would
indicate that, for 2 to 4 percent of the time
(7 to 14 days per year) the contribution of
airborne particulates in the Gary area re-
sulting from the proposed Burns Ditch in-
dustrial development is estimated at 200 to
400 micrograms per cuble meter. This,
added to existing particulate pollution,
would result in levels in the range of 400
to 650 micrograms per cubic meter with
occasional levels of over 1,000.

In the period 1957-61, the results from
the National Air Sampling Network show
an average particulate loading of 118 micro-
grams per cubic meter for all urban stations,
and 36 for all nonurban stations. In the
United States only one jurisdiction has
established standards for airborne particu-
lates; the Oregon State standard specifies
maxima of 150 and 2560 micrograms per cubic
meter above normal background levels for
residential-commercial and for heavy in-
dustrial land use areas respectively.

The contribution to alrborne concentra-
tions of sulfur dioxide in the Gary area,
from the Burns Ditch complex, when added
to existing pollution levels would be ex-
pected to result in 24-hour average concen-
trations of 0.2 to 0.7 part per million for
7 to 14 days per year. These concentrations
would exceed those which have been estab-
lished by a number of officlal agencies in
this and other countries. Recent research
results on the effects of sulfur oxides pol-
lution on human health give indication of
a need for more stringent standards for
this type of pollutant than have been con-
sidered necessary in the past. Somewhat
lesser concentrations of sulfur dioxide, esti-
mated at 0.13 to 0.16 part per million may
be expected to result in the open dunes
land area west of Ogden Dunes from opera-
tions of the proposed Burns Ditch industrial
development.

Totally, with respect to air pollution in
the open dunes land area to the west of
Ogden Dunes, the contribution of air pollut-
ants from the Burns Ditch industrial de-
velop 1t is not expected to seriously inter-
fere with any public recreational uses. How-
ever, the additive effect of air pollution frem
the proposed Burns Ditch industrial de-
velopment plus existing pollution in the
Gary-East Chicago and other permanently
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inhabited areas may be expected to result
in a potentially serious problem. At a mini-
mum, the alleviation of this problem can be
expected to require much greater air pollu-
tion control efforts on the part of public
agencies and industry. Satisfactory control
of the sulfur oxides problem may in addition
require the use of technology which is only
now under development, A number of
studies are currently being supported, by
both industry and public agencies, con-
cerned with improvement of technology for
removal of sulfur from fuels and for re-
moval of sulfur oxides from combustion
gases. Several technically promising new
processes, designed to recover elemental
sulfur or sulfuric acid from flue gases, are
in the pilot plant stage of investigation in
this and in other countries.

The proposed Burns Ditch industrial devel-
opment, the proposed Indiana Dunes lake-
shore, and the existing Indiana Dunes State
Park, are all in Porter County, Ind. Adja-
cent to the west in Lake County are located
Hammond, Whiting, East Chicago, Gary, and
other highly industrialized areas. Imme-
diately across the State line in Illinois, is the
highly industrialized Chicago metropolitan
complex. For this entire area the ideal air
pollution control district should be inter-
state in character and encompass the sources
of potential pollution and the areas affected.
As an alternate to a multicounty interstate
air pollution control district, the creation
of which might take years of negotiations,
the State of Indiana should be able in a
reasonably short time, to establish a bi-
county air pollution control district com-
prising all of major portions of Lake and
Porter Counties which, by virtue of involving
a large enough population and tax base,
should be a viable entity. If this air pollu-
tion control district were to adopt and
enforce regulations reasonably directed to
the control of air pollution in the district,
then air pollution problems of the area
could be alleviated. In addition to tax sup-
port within the two counties, it would be
reasonable to assume that additional finan-
cial support might be forthcoming from the
State of Indiana, and, should pending legis-
lation be enacted, from the Federal Govern-
ment. In addition, technical assistance, in-
cluding the loan of equipment and personnel,
should reasonably be anticipated from both
the State of Indiana and the Publlec Health
Bervice,

Regulatory control of air pollution in this
bicounty area would be much more difficult
to accomplish if it involved individual par-
ticipation by the multiplicity of cities, towns,
and unincorporated areas in the two coun-
ties. Some of these have air pollution con-
trol ordinances and regulations; others do
not. In those which have them, the
ordinances and regulations are not uniform.
Many of these communities do not have a
population or tax base large enough to sup-
port an adequate program. Collectively,
however, they could work out both short-
and long-range control programs with the
major industries in the two counties which
would, over a period of years, achleve the
desired objectlve.

If we can be of further assistance in this
matter, please let us know,

Sincerely yours,
V. G. MacKENZIE,
Chief, Division of Air Pollution,

STAFF MEMORANDUM
DIviSION OF AIR POLLUTION—EVALUATION OF
THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE BURNS DITCH—
DEVELOPMENT TO AIR POLLUTION IN AREAS

T0 THE WEST OF OGDEN DUNES
1. This report is supplemental to the in-
formation contained in Mr. V. G. MacEKen-
zle's letter to Mr, D. E. Bell, dated August 20,
1962, The analysis is based on a comparison
of the situation for winds from the east as
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compared to winds from the west as previ-
ously studied in relation to the dunes area.

2. The basic components aflecting result-
ing pollution levels are four: (a) frequency
of winds from the general direction of the
source to the receptor; (b) frequency of
winds such that individual effects of the
sources are additive; (c) wind speed; and
{d) background levels at the receptor.

8. Mr. MacKenzle's letter of August 20,
1962 and attachments indicated the follow-
ing for the dunes area pollution problem:

(a) Frequency of winds from the proposed
industrial area to the dunes area equal to
5 to 7 percent.

(b) Frequency of winds such that effects
of sources are additive equal to 1 to 2 percent.
Pollution levels resulting from this are
shown in tab G, indicating particulate levels
of 300-600 micrograms per cubic meter and
S0, levels of 0.08 to 0.18 part per million.

(c) Windspeed of 9 to 11 miles per hour
during the recreation season.

(d) Normal background levels of 50 micro-
grams per cubic meter of particulate with
occasional levels of 100 to 150 ug/®: Data
for background levels for sulfur dioxide are
not available, but would be expected gen-
erally to be quite low.

4, Comparison of these four factors for
the area to the west of Burns Ditch indicates
the following:

(a) Frequency of winds from the proposed
industrial area toward Gary equal to about
11 percent. Note that this is the average
figure for the year and not just during the
summer as was used to evaluate the recrea-
tional aspect of the Dunes area to the east.
This compares with 6 to T percent previously
or an increase of 80 percent or so.

(b) Frequency of winds such that effects
are additive is estimated to bear the same
relationship to the general wind data as
previously or roughly 2 to 4 percent.

(c) Wind speed of 11 to 13 miles per hour.
This would result in an estimated 30 percent
reduction in pollution levels from the Burns
Diteh industrial complex as shown in 3(b)
above. Resulting levels in the open dunes-
land area to the west of Ogden Dunes could
range from 400 to B00 pg/m® for particulate
and 0,13 to 0.16 part per million for SO, and
in the Gary area would range from 200 to
400 pg/m® for particulate and 0.08 to 0.13
part per million for 80,. The concentra-
tlons in Ogden Dunes, with a population of
approximately 1,000, would be higher than in
the open dunesland to the west.

(d) Backround levels for particulate in
the Gary area average in the range of 200
to 250 pg/m?® and 10 percent of the time
they exceed 250-500 pg/m? Sulfur dioxide
data for the QGary area are limited. Data
from Chicago would indicate this to average
about 0.1 part per million with 0.6 part per
million being exceeded 10 percent of the
time for 24-hour averaging periods.

(e) When the winds are from the west,
they pass over Gary before arriving at the
open dunesland area to the west of Ogden
Dunes. Because of diffusion, the concen-
trations of pollutants in the open dunes-
land area should under these circumstances
be lower than those in Gary itself., The
order of magnitude should be, for particu-
late matter, an average of under 100 pg/m?®
with values for 10 percent of the time in the
1650-200 ug/m?® range. As noted above, there
is insufficlent data to estimate sulfur dioxide
levels with a wind from the west.

6. Summarizing this data, the following is
indicated:

A, Open dunesland area to the west of
Ogden Dunes.

(a) Particulate: For from 2 to 4 percent of
the time (7 to 14 days per year) the con-
tribution of particulate to this area from the
Burns Ditch industrial complex could result
in levels of from 400 to 800 ag/ms3.

(b) Sulfur Dioxide: For from 2 to 4 per-
cent of the time (7 to 14 days per year) the
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contribution of sulfur dioxide to this area
from the Burns Ditch industrial complex
could result in levels of from 0.13 to 0.16
part per million.

B. Gary, Ind.:

(a) Particulate: For from 2 to 4 percent of
the time (7 to 14 days per year) the con-
tribution of particulate in the Gary area
from the Burns Ditch industrial complex
could be 200 to 400 pg/m® This, when
added to the background, would result In
levels in the range of 400 to 650 pg/m® on
about 7 to 14 days of the year with occasion-
al levels over 1,000 ug/m?.

(b) Sulfur dioxide: Contribution to levels
Ditch complex would reach 0.06 to 0.13 part
per million on from 7 to 14 days per year.
Added to the background, this would result
in levels in the range of 0.2 to 0.7 part per
million for 24-hour averaging periods.
Short-term levels as high as 2 parts per mil-
lion might be expected to occur, particularly
during the winter season.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to join with the distinguished
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jack-
son], with my colleague from Indiana
[Mr. Hartke]l, and our good neighbor
from Illinois [Mr. DoucrLas] is sponsor-
ing legislation to create a national lake-
shore park in the Indiana Dunes. I am
pleased, too, that the bill is strongly
supported by the administration.

As my colleague and I said in a joint
statement, this bill allows Indiana to
have a national lakeshore development
without hampering its chances for a
deepwater port.

But the important point that we
should all keep in mind is that by spon-
soring this bill we are recognizing the
great need for having a park along Lake
Michigan. The park is necessary be-
cause we need to preserve the dunes and
because we must provide recreational
land and clean beaches for our expand-
ing population.

As the Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior pointed out in his letter of trans-
mittal, there are about 6.5 million people
living within a 50-mile radius of the
Indiana Dunes. We may have 8 million
within that radius by 1980.

When we have that many people close
to an area that is blessed with forests
and wild flowers and plants, living crea-
tures, unspoiled natural dunesland,
warm water, and wide beaches, we have
a happy combination. I believe we must
take advantage of this situation to pro-
vide all the recreational and educational
benefits for the people of Indiana that
we can possibly provide.

Most of us who are familiar with the
park area can visualize a national park,
and that is why we are particularly anx-
ious that this legislation be passed.

Naturally, once the bill is sent to com-
mittee and hearings are held, there will
be additions and subtractions. But our
main concern is providing as many acres
of recreation land as we can without
causing any unnecessary harm to indus-
try or to any property owners and resi-
dents of the area.

One of the best features of this bill is
that it offers persons whose property
may be included in the park area the
option of remaining or having the Gov-
ernment provide other property for
them. The bill also offers the State of
Indiana the option of including the Indi-
ana Dunes State Park in the national
park.
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In all, this legislation is a good frame-
work in which to begin our discussions
over the exact specifications the park
shall have. I feel that the proper next
step would be for all persons interested
in the park to make their views known
when the committee holds hearings on
this legislation.

IMPOSITION OF QUOTA LIMITA-
TIONS ON IMPORTS OF FOREIGN
RESIDUAL FUEL OIL—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF BILL

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate of September 26, October 2, and
October 10, 1963, the names of Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. BayH, Mr. BEALL, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BisLE, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BURDICK,
Mr. CarrsoN, Mr. DoMINICK, Mr, GRUE-
NING, Mr, Hrn, Mr. JOENSTON, Mr. JOR-
paN of Idaho, Mr. Lauscae, Mr. Mc-
CarTrY, Mr., McGeg, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
Moss, Mr. Munpr, Mr. PeArsoN, Mr.
SmvpPsoN, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. Tower, Mr.
YarBoroUGH, and Mr. Younc of North
Dakota, were added as additional co-
sponsors of the bill (S. 2185) to impose
quota limitations on imports of foreign
residual fuel oil, introduced by Mr. Ran-
porpH (for himself and other Senators)
on September 26, 1963.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the bill
(8. 1064) to amend the act redefining the
units and establishing the standards of
electrical and photometric measurements
to provide that the candela shall be the
unit of luminous intensity.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to each of the following bills
of the House:

H.R.2268. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Geneva H. Trisler; and

HR. 6377. An act for the relief of Spbc.
Curtis Melton, Jr.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bill and joint res-
olution, and they were signed by the
Vice President:

HR.T195. An act to amend various sec-
tions of title 23 of the United States Code
relating to the Federal-aid highway systems;
and

H.J. Res. 192, Joint resolution relating to
the validity of certain rice acreage allot-
ments for 1962 and prior crop years.

REVIEW OF ST. LAWRENCE-GREAT
LAKES SEAWAY

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
St. Lawrence-Great Lakes Seaway is
presently realizing only a modest pro-
portion of available traffic despite abun-
dant economic activity. It is doubtful
whether the seaway will reach its esti-
mated potential in 1965 of 66.2 million
tons. At existing toll rafes, 50 million
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tons a year are needed to liquidate the
$130 million invested in the seaway.
With proper assistance, seaway traffic
can, at existing toll rates, assure cov-
erage of the full cost of making the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system a sea-
way with an impressive future. With-
out corrective measures, the seaway will
fall into functional obsolescence far
short of its 50-year accounting lifetime.
So far this year, the total tonnage of
the seaway is 18 percent ahead of last
vear, which was 25,593,600 tons. To
grow to this figure from a starting point
of 11 million tons in a 5-year period is
a real accomplishment.

The response to the seaway opening
by shippers has been slow, but encour-
aging. Total cargo in 1962 increased
over 1960 by 5,283,254 tons, and was over
double the tonnage moved through the
St. Lawrence system in 1958, the year
previous to the seaway opening. This
steady upward spiral of shipping activi-
ties on the St. Lawrence-Great Lakes
navigation in fact has had marked eco-
nomic effects upon the industries and
citizens of the midcontinent region.

Mr. President, if industrial growth,
both planned and actual, is a measure
of economic activities generated through
improvements in transportation systems,
we should take notice of a recent market
survey which determined that the top
managers of American industry today
are looking to the east-north-central
States of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, and
Wisconsin with the greatest favor for
locating their new plants.

I. ACHIEVEMENTS

First. It has permitted the import of
iron ore to the steel mills of the Great
Lakes at a reasonable rate, as the need
for new sources of ore became critical.

Second. It has provided a less expen-
sive rate for the farmers’ produce, par-
ticularly grain. For instance, in the To-
ledo area, the farmers have averaged 6
cents per bushel more for their grain
for shipping directly through the port.

Third. It has stimulated the export of
general cargo from those previously
land-locked regions.

Fourth. It serves the military needs in
time of peace and war by reducing the
cost of military goods, and by providing
an additional 1,000 miles of protected
passage, and by allowing shipyards of
the Great Lakes to expand production
of vessels.

Fifth. It has generated aid in the cre-
ation of jobs and the expansion of trade.

II. PROBLEMS

Mr. President, the major problem af-
fecting the normal growth of the St.
Lawrence-Great Lakes Seaway system is
elemental—it is a lack of regional indus-
trial response to the advantages of in-
ternational shipping through the sea-
way. Americans are not using the wa-
terways. The reasons underlying this
basic prineiple are:

First. Imbalance in inland freight-
rate schedules favoring east coast and
gulf coast ports precludes the seaway’s
realization of its full potential.

Second. Government cargoes origi-
nating in the midcontinent region are
being routed to North Atlantic and gulf
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ports. Out of a total of 22.8 million tons
of freight moved by the Government in
1962, only 160,000 tons moved through
the seaway. Much of this cargo moved
overland to these competing ports
through the mechanism of section 22
freight rates. Since the seaway's
opening, lake port efforts to secure their
proper share of Government cargo, es-
timated to be 1 million tons annually,
have been completely frustrated by rates
created through this particular section
of the Interstate Commerce Act. A
flood of these rates in the last 2 years
affecting movements of Government car-
go from the Great Lakes area to the
North Atlantic ports has diverted hun-
dreds of thousands of tons from the St.
Lawrence Seaway system. Last year,
only 160,000 tons of defense and aid
cargo out of an anticipated 1 million
tons was shipped through the seaway.

Third. There has been a substantial
lack of midcontinent response to the
economy of seaway shipping. It has
been virtually impossible in many cases
to change ingrained shipping customs,
in order to guide industries to trade
routes of economic advantage. Indus-
tries lack knowledge concerning the
services available in Great Lakes ports.
European exporters and importers sim-
ilarly lack knowledge of the strategic
location of the Great Lakes States as
international distribution points for
goods.

U.8. traffic management is largely
confined to only domestic shipments,
with the result that export prices on
goods on a basis of total cost at destina-
tion are rarely offered, apparently be-
cause American firms are uncertain of
their traffic scales.

European selling efforts based upon
f.o.b. terms of sale deprive American
exporters of virtually their one and only
cost-cutting tool—economic inland and
ocean routes which would place them on
equal footing with their foreign com-
petitors.

III. REMEDIES

Government traffic management agen-
cies must be educated to the cost-saving
values of using the seaway.

Inland carriers must be influenced and
confrolled in their ratemaking negotia-
tions, to insure equal opportunity for
all,

Seaway tools must be maintained at
their present level, as increased charges
would surely preclude development of
new cargo movements through the sea-
way.

Federal legislation must be enacted to
restrict those uses of section 22, which
deprive the St. Lawrence-Great Lakes
system of its logical share of military
cargoes.

Enlightenment of American managers
to the economic facts of life must not be
left solely to port organizations. De-
partment of Commerce programs, both
national and regional, must be acceler-
ated to influence the movement of cargo
away from routes of economic disad-
vantages—which can be done only
through the proper education of export-
ers and importers to the inherent advan-
tages of seaway shipping.
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There must be some changes in the
national policies toward seaway devel-
opment. The commerce clause in the
Constitution delegates to the Govern-
ment the power to regulate interstate
commerce; and in 1865, the Supreme
Court interpreted that clause to in-
clude control over all interstate naviga-
ble waters. With the exclusion of the
Corps of Engineers dredging services in
port channels, the U.S. Government has
generally left seaway-port development
entirely to local initiative in the vari-
ous ports, which is traditionally under-
manned, underfinanced, and continually
under fire.

Mr. President, last week, the Senate
Commerce Committee, under the chair-
manship of the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Macnuson] decided to study
the present status of the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence Seaway, with the view of
learning of its achievements, its prob-
lems, and needed remedies. This un-
dertaking by the Commerce Commit-
tee is a worthy one, and will, in my opin-
ion, produce results beneficial to the gen-
eral economy of our Nation.

Mr. President, I am glad to report that
the chairman of the Commerce Commit-
tee has agreed to conduct hearings in
regard to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
Seaway at various points on the lakes
and on the river, with the purpose of
ascertaining—

First. What have thus far been the
achievements of the seaway?

Second. What are its problems?

Third. What cures, if any, to solve
these problems can be provided by Con-
gress?

1 invite the attention of Senators from
the Great Lakes States and from the
States contiguous to the St. Lawrence
Seaway to the contemplated study. Its
objective is excellent; and I thank the
chairman of the Commerce Committee
for approving the project and going for-
ward with it.

MENTAL RETARDATION FACILITIES
AND COMMUNITY MENTAL
HEALTH CENTERS CONSTRUC-
TION ACT OF 1963—CONFERENCE
REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 862)

Mr. HILI. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendment of the House to the
bill (S. 1576) to provide assistance in
combating mental retardation through
grants for construction of research cen-
ters and grants for facilities for the men-
tally retarded and assistance in improv-
ing mental health through grants for
construction and initial staffing of com-
munity mental health centers, and for
other purposes. I ask unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the
report.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be read for the information of the
Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, as passed
by the Senate, S. 1576 authorized $423
million for the construction of facilities
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for the mentally retarded and the men-
tally ill and for training grants, research,
and demonstrations relating to the edu-
cation of the handicapped.

For these purposes, the conference
acreement authorizes $329 million, a de-
crease of $94 million for construction in
the bill as passed by the Senate and an
increase of $91 million over the amounts
for construction in the House amend-
ment.

In addition, the provisions of the Sen-
ate-passed bill authorized funds for the
initial staffing of community mental
health centers. These provisions have
been deleted by the conference substi-
tute as the overwhelming majority of the
House conferees were adamant in their
opposition to these provisions.

The total authorization of S. 1576 in
the conference substitute amounts to
$329 million divided among three titles:
TITLE I—CONSTRUCTION OF RESEARCH CENTERS

AND FACILITIES FOR THE MENTALLY RE-

TARDED

Part A would authorize the appro-
priation of $26 million over the 4-year
period beginning July 1, 1963, for proj-
ect grants to pay for a maximum of 75
percent of the costs of constructing re-
search centers that would develop new
knowledge for preventing and combating
mental retardation.

Part B would authorize the appropria-
tion of $32.5 million over the 4-year
period beginning July 1, 1963, for proj-
ect grants to pay for a maximum of 75
percent of the costs of constructing col-
lege or university associated facilities for
the care and treatment of the mentally
retarded.

Part C would authorize the appropria-
tion of $67.5 million over the 4-year
period beginning July 1, 1964, for form-
ula grants to be allocated among the
States to pay 33%; to 6625 percent of the
costs of constructing public and other
nonprofit facilities for the care and treat-
ment of the mentally retarded.

TITLE II—CONSTRUCTION OF MENTAL HEALTH
CENTERS

This title would authorize the appro-
priation of $150 million during the 3-
year period beginning July 1, 1964, for
formula grants to be allocated among
the States to pay 3315 to 6625 percent of
the costs of constructing public and
other mnonprofit community mental
health centers.

TITLE IIT—TRAINING OF TEACHERS OF MENTALLY
RETARDED AND OTHER HANDICAPPED CHIL-
DREN
This title would authorize the appro-

priation of $47 million over the 3 years
beginning July 1, 1963, to extend and
strengthen the existing programs for
training teachers of mentally retarded
children and deaf children and to ex-
pand these programs to include the
training of teachers of other handi-
capped children.

This title would also authorize the
appropriation of $6 million over the 3
years beginning July 1, 1963, to finance
grants for research or demonstration
projects relating to the education of the
handicapped.

In order to fully implement section
301—training of teachers of handi-
capped children—it is desirable to take
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advantage of the many fine undergrad-
uate senior-year programs in the various
areas of handicaps which lead to cer-
tification in the specialty at the bacca-
laureate degree level or to certification
at the masters degree level.

Experience with the Public Law 87-
276 program for training teachers of the
deaf indicates that approximately one-
third of the teacher-trainees are at the
senior-year undergraduate level. It is
expected that the situation with respect
to need, opportunity, and demand would
be somewhat similar in other areas of
the handicapped. In a balanced na-
tional program to close the gap between
the number of qualified teachers avail-
able and the number needed in each area
of the handicapped, provision should be
made to take advantage of strong exist-
ing senior-year undergraduate training
programs as well as graduate programs.
We expect that the additional funds au-
thorized for this program of training
teachers of handicapped children will be
used for training the teachers them-
selves, rather than graduate students;
at least until the needs for teachers of
the handicapped have been met.

Under the program of training teach-
ers for the deaf, an advisory committee
was created which has been of great
value in implementing the program. It
is hoped that the Commissioner of Edu-
cation will appoint advisory committees,
similar to the committee for the deaf
program, in other areas of the handi-
capped to assist him in implementing
this program.

May I say that the enactment into law
of 8. 1576 will represent a legislative
landmark in the history of the country
with respect to the care and treatment
of the mentally retarded and the men-
tally ill and with respect to the educa-
tion of handicapped children.

For too long we have neglected the
mentally retarded. Our research facili-
ties to develop new knowledge in pre-
venting mental retardation and our
present facilities for the care of the men-
tally retarded are grossly inadequate.
These deficiencies will be remedied as
the programs authorized by S. 1576 are
implemented.

The concept of treating those aflicted
with mental illness in community men-
tal health centers has proven its success
in a number of locations across the coun-
try. This legislation will greatly facili-
tate the establishment of additional
community centers in all of the States
so that we can drastically reduce the
prolonged period of disability now asso-
ciated with mental illness. The popula-
tion of our people relegated to enormous
mental hospitals in isolated locations—
where individual care and treatment are
almost impossible—will gradually be de-
creased. We will offer new hope to those
who in the past have been largely our
forgotten people.

Approximately half of all the hospital
beds in the United States are reported
to be occupied by the mentally ill. Over
1 million patients are treated each year
in public and private hospitals at a cost
of over a billion dollars a year, practi-
cally all of which is borne by the taxpay-
ers. In terms of days of service, more
hospital care is provided for patients suf-
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fering from psychiatric illnesses than for
patients of all other diagnoses together.
At the present time, however, the hos-
pitalization provided is little more than
custodial in nature.

In the years ahead the community
mental health centers authorized by S.
15676 will be used for the treatment of the
majority of patients afflicted with mental
illness. The State mental hospital as
we know it today will no longer exist
because it will be a different type of
institution for those selected patients
who need specialized types of care and
treatment.

It is the intent of the conferees that
the Public Health Service use its existing
authorities and resources in addition to
8. 1576 in the establishment of commu-
nity mental health centers. It is abso-
lutely essential that we press forward
with all possible speed to alleviate the
disability and decrease the expense that
is caused by mental illness.

The community mental health center,
as a vehicle for & truly comprehensive
community mental health program, will
become the focus of community activity
in the mental health field.

As such it will undoubtedly develop as
the future base of research, demonstra-
tion, and training in the community
mental health area. This may take
place by utilizing several existing legis-
lative and programmatic mechanisms.

A vital partnership can be developed
by collaborative undertakings between
the community mental health center
and the existing centers of research and
training in our universities throughout
the country. It would seem, therefore,
while providing services for the popula-
tion served, the center would be in a
unique position to carry on research in
new and developing areas of interest,
such as, new therapeutic practices as
well as field and demonstration studies
which would make effective use of the
center’s unique capabilities as a base of
epidemiological and field clinical re-
search.

These centers, located as they will be
at the community level, will provide re-
sources for the demonstration of true
public and private interagency co-
ordination and collaboration as well as a
base for the rapid dissemination of new
information regarding new developments

Jin the mental health field. The centers

will be the ideal site for training a
variety of professional and subprofes-
sional personnel. This includes family
physicians and other doctors who will
have an opportunity not only to treat
their own patients, but to receive needed
training in expanding their mental
health skills.

As recently demonstrated so vividly in
the administration of the mental health
planning grants, programs of this na-
ture bring forth increased requests from
the States for professional and technical
assistance of all kinds. I believe we
would be remiss were we not to encourage
the support of training, research, and
demonstrations to be carried out with
these community mental health centers
as a base.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the report?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, the report
is signed by all the conferees on the
part of the Senate and by all the con-
ferees on the part of the House.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I understand that
among those representing the Senate at
the conference were the distinguished
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Javrrs] and the distinguished junior
Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl. Is
that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr, KUCHEL. And the Senator from
Alabama has now informed the Senate
that a unique unanimity has been
achieved in connection with the confer-
ence report; is that correct?

Mr. HILL., Again the Senator from
California is correct.

Mr. KUCHEL, I thank the able Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move the
adoption of the report.

The report was agreed to.

COMMUNIST FUTURE NEED FOR
U.S. WHEAT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 5 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The limita-
tion which has been agreed to is for 3
minutes. The Senator from Wisconsin
asks unanimous consent that he may
proceed for 5 minutes. Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
there is a very real prospect that the
USSR. may be interested in buying
American wheat and other agricultural
products in the future at the subsidy
price, the world price.

There are certain facts which we
should clearly understand in deciding
whether such a policy would be good or
bad for the free world. The facts are
these:

First. The Soviet Union has become a
major exporter of grains, especially
wheat. It has greatly increased its ex-
port of wheat in recent years. By last
year, these grain exports had risen to 7.8
million tons, a 50-percent increase in 5
years.

Second. This huge increase in exports
has taken place, although Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman has reported that
the Russians have not had a good grain
crop since 1958.

Third. There is no evidence that there
is any shortage of wheat for food in the
Soviet Union. In fact, experts from the
State Department and elsewhere assure
us that the Soviets have ample food sup-
plies. There has been no report of ra-
tioning in the Soviet Union.

Fourth. No American knows reliably
how much wheat was produced in the
U.S.S.R. last year.

WHEAT FOR EXPORT

On the basis of these facts, it seems
logical that the U.S.8.R. needs this addi-
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tional wheat, not for the sake of feeding
starving humanity, but in order to keep
its heavy export commitments to its
satellites in Eastern Europe and Cuba.

It is also evident that this additional
wheat—including the vast amount from
Canada and Australia—might put Rus-
sia in a position to drive a tough unify-
ing bargain with the Red Chinese.

Experts differ on whether or not the
Russian drop in grain production this
year is likely to become chronie.

U.S.5.R. MAY NEED U.S, WHEAT IN FUTURE

German experts told former Chancel-
lor Eonrad Adenauer last week that the
U.S.8SR. will continue to suffer from low
production. These German experts
based their estimates on two facts: First,
the soil in the virgin steppes can bring
in only two or three crops before a year
of failure; second, the U.S.S.R. which
once imported a considerable amount of
rice from Red China, no longer is get-
ting it.

There is the additional established
fact that collectivized farming has failed
the Communists dismally throughout
the world, and the Soviet Union can
hardly expect to reverse this situation
in the near future. The prime cause of
the collectivized agricultural failures is
the lack of incentive for the farmer to
produce when he does not own his farm.,
To correct this basic defect under com-
munism is like making water rush uphill.

Furthermore, there is a shortage of
farm machinery and poor utilization of
the machinery available in Russia. Rus-
sian farming methods are out of date.
Research and education in modern
methods are lagging. There is insuffi-
cient use of fertilizer. All of this will
take time to change, if indeed it ever
does, under communism.

WHY VU.S.SR. BOUGHT U.5. WHEAT

Now, Mr, President, the important fact
to recognize is that the Soviet Union is
so anxious to export grains that it has
enormously stepped up its export in the
very years its production has fallen low.
Why?

Why is the export of grain to satellite
countries so enormously vital to the
U.S.S.R. that it is willing to run this
risk and make this sacrifice?

Why—after a year of apparent crop
failure such as 1963—is Russia willing to
expend such a huge amount of its lim-
ited gold and foreign exchange for wheat
to export?

Whatever else can be said of Khru-
shchev, he is not stupid.

And yet he has bought a billion dollars’
worth of wheat from the free world—
Canada, United States, and Australia—in
the past few weeks, although there is no
rationing and no sign of any serious hun-
ger in the U.S.S.R. today.

The answer is twofold:

First. Khrushchev understands that he
cannot effectively hold together a solid
and, what is just as important, a produc-
tive Communist bloc simply by military
power. He cannot even do this in East-
ern Europe. Of course the U.S.S.R. has
the power to pulverize any Eastern Euro-
pean satellite country quickly: but mili-
tary destruction of East Germany or Po-
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land or Hungary would not inerease the
economic production of these countries.

And it is & central fact that Russian
military force depends on the machine
tools and other hard industry products
mailde in East Germany and Czechoslo-
vakia.

Second. Even within the Soviet Union
Khrushchev, a far wiser tyrant than
Stalin, understands that his people can-
not be productive if they are not well fed
and if there is not some economic re-
ward—some incentive—for productivity.
Peacetime rationing in the absence of
any foreign threat would begin to
smother the energizing incentive that is
essential to persuade the Russian people
to produce effectively in its modern tech-
nological economy.

FREE WORLD SHOULD GET REAL CONCESSIONS

Mr. President, the President of the
United States has acted to permit the
sale of wheat this year to the US.S.R.
This has been called a one-shot deal. We
have been assured in Congress that this
does not represent a change in policy to-
ward the Soviet Union.

Mr. President, I hope and pray the
President will take a long, hard look at
this trade policy and inform the Con-
gress and the Nation whether or not it
should continue in view of the benefits
to the U.S.S.R. and world communism
in being able to buy this grain.

And finally, Mr. President, the one
consistent argument that was made in
favor of this sale of wheat to Russia was
that if we do not sell our allies will. I
hope that in view of the willingness of
Mitchell Sharpe, the Canadian Minister
of Trade, to clear the Canadian sale of
wheat to Russia with our Government
before the sale was consummated, and in
view of the contention of former Chan-
cellor Adenauer that Russia should have
been required to make some concession
regarding Berlin before we sold her
wheat, that the President should discuss
with the leading friendly, free nations of
the world the full economic and military
effects on communism and freedom of
this trade and consider carefully the pos-
sibility of securing substantial conces-
sions from Russia for freedom as a quid
pro quo for the sale of wheat at the sub-
sidized world price.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point a table showing Soviet export
and import of grain over the past 5 years.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Soviet export and import of grain
[In thousands of metric tons 1]

Exports TImports

1968 | 1961 1058 | 1961 | 1062

761
323
176
202 23

Grains, total._5, 100 [7, 482
Wheat..oooneee Ia, &
'W 278
261
271

679
856 45

11 metric ton is equal to 37.6 bushels.
Source: Officlal foreign trade statistics of the U.5.8.R.
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TRIBUTE TO CHIEF JUSTICE
EARL WARREN

Mr. KUCHEL., Mr,President, 10 years
ago this month the Chief Justice of the
United States, Earl Warren, began a
decade of honorable and illustrious serv-
ice to the people and to the Government
of the United States. We Californians
are proud that the Chief Justice, a na-
tive-born Californian, in his earlier years
was one of our greatest Governors during
a crucially important era in California
when we began emerging as a great
American commonwealth.

At its annual meeting in the city of
San Francisco this month, the State bar
of California honored Chief Justice
Warren. All members of our Nation’s
highest tribunal, save one, were present
at the appropriate ceremonies held by
the bar.

It is the distinction of the Chief Justice
to have been, and to continue to be in
the forefront of the profound social
changes which have taken the place and
are taking place, among all the people
of our country. Equal treatment under
law is ceasing to be a myth and is becom-
ing a constitutional reality. The Chief
Justice is a strong and devoted advocate
of the American constitutional system of
government. The meeting of the State
bar was unique in that the Chief Justice
delivered a profound and illuminating
address at the convention which at-
tracted upward of 4,000 people. Subse-
quently, he spoke at a seminar at the
University of California on the challenge
of growth. Across our country great
American newspapers editorially have
commented and congratulated Chief
Justice Warren on the courage and the
vision, the honor, and the erudition
which he has ever displayed as head of
our country’s highest Court.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed at this point in the ReEcorp two
addresses of the Chief Justice and also
representative editorial comment from
the Washington Post, the Washington
Daily News, the St. Louis Dispatch, the
Los Angeles Times, the San Francisco
Chronicle, the San Jose Mercury, and
the Sacramento Bee.

There being no objection, the addresses
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Appress BY Earn WARReN, CHIEF JUSTICE OF
THE UNITED STATES, AT THE CONVENTION OF
THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA, SAN Fran-
cisco, CALIF.,, SEPTEMEBER 25, 1963
How good it is to be home—"right back

where I started from.”

It was 10 years ago almost to the day when
the President of the United States announced
my appointment to the Supreme Court. The
State Bar of California was then about to
convene in annual convention. Four days
later, when I took my place on the bench,
you were actually in session at Monterey.
Had it not been for that appointment I
would have attended as I had for 26 years
before. I shall never forget the lift it gave
me to receive the heartwarming telegram
from that convention. Throughout the in-
tervening years, it has been a source of in-
spiration to me to have the good wishes of
the lawyers with whom I labored for so many
years. It may be a matter of wonderment
to some of you that, although invited, I
have never attended one of your conventions
since that time. Much as I would have liked
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to do so, there were two reasons for my
absence—one was that the conventions are
always at or about the time the Supreme
Court convenes for its annual term, which
under the statute is the first Monday in
October. The second is that as soon as I
became Chief Justice, I received so many
invitations to speak before bar assoclations
of cities, counties and States that I could
not have accepted all of them except as a
full-time job. To have accepted some and
not others would have been difficult to ex-
plain, so I decided to accept none. My
stated reason for declining was, and it was
the truth, I could not take the time to pre-
pare such speeches and travel to their con-
ventions, without neglecting my duties. But
the clincher in my declination was that I
had not even accepted the invitations of my
own State and local bar assoclations. So
this is the first of its kind I have attended
since leaving California. But last spring,
when Bill Gray came to Washington and ex-
tended your invitation, it was so intriguing
that I sald, “Bill, I feel exactly like the fel-
low who boasted that he could withstand
anything but temptation.”

I accepted, and it would not be unnatural
for some of you to wonder how I feel on
such an occasion. My thoughts run wild,
of course, when I review in my mind’s eye
the thousands of happy experiences I had
among you for almost 40 years, and It is
difficult to contain them in one answer.
However, there is an old story that at least
expresses the joy I feel in being back in the
fold.

A mother bird made her nest in the woods
and hatched her brood there. She scurried
for food for the little ones, and taught them
to fly by occaslonally shoving them out of
the nest and then returning them when they
fluttered and fell to the ground. Finally
she was convinced that one of them was
prepared to see something of the outside
world, so she smoothed his feathers, preened
him in every respect, and gave him some
parting words of advice not to be led into
fights with other birds and to return within
an hour. He took off, but did not return
on schedule. After many hours, he barely
made it back to the nest, disheveled, with
most of his feathers gone, and his head
scratched and beat up. The mother de-
manded to know what he had been doing,
and he sald, “Mother, everything was fine
until I got caught in the middle of the dog-
gonedest badminton game you ever saw. I
was batted back and forth until I thought
it would never end. I am sure glad to be
home."

It was so0 generous of you to invite the
entire Court, and it is a matter of great joy
to me that they could be here to become
acquainted with you. I am sure both you
and they will enjoy the assoclation it affords.
And while they are all present, I would like
to express my appreciation for the fellow-
ship I have had on the Court. It has been
both constant and pervasive through the
years. It started on the day of my arrival
and has existed to this day. If it had not
been for this camaraderie, the lonesomeness
for me would have been devastating.

I remember well the day of my arrival at
the Court. It was Monday, October 5. I
had only arrived In Washington about 10
o'clock the night before. I walked into the
Supreme Court Building, and was ushered
into the chambers of the Chief Justice by the
marshal. There I was met by Mrs. McHugh,
who had been the secretary of my predeces-
sor, Chief Justice Vinson, and who inci-
dentally is still there In the same capacity
with me. There were also there awalting
me two very elderly messengers, one of whom
soon passed away, and the other retired be-
cause of old age; and there were three young
law clerks recently out of law school, two of
whom the Chief Justice had appointed but
had not yet seen.
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That was my staff. Can you imagine the
shock after the multiple secretariat and staff
I had been accustomed to? And particularly
when I had not been in active legal practice
for almost 11 years. I made straightway for
the chambers of Mr. Justice Black, the senior
Justice. He welcomed me to the Court and
offered his assistance in every possible way.
He then took me to the chambers of the
other members of the Court, who were also
cordial in their welcome and generous in
their offers of assistance. By that time, it
was almost 12 o'clock noon. We robed and
filed into the courtroom where I took the
judicial oath, opened the 1953 term, and re-
turned to the conference room where, in the
course of a week, we acted on some 300 ap-
peals and writs of certiorari that had ac-
cumulated during the summer vacation. I
assure you it was not an easy transition for
me, and if my brethren had not “tempered
the wind to the shorn lamb,"” it would have
been a nearly impossible one.

You have undoubtedly read on occasions
about the terrible controversies that have
raged in the Court. None of us have ever
chosen to deny such things because it i1l be-
hooves the Court to deny any of the storles
that are fabricated concerning it. However,
because there is no such charge in the news at
the present time, I feel free to say to you that
all of them were unjustified by the facts. I
could count on the fingers of my hands—
possibly one hand—all the times that there
has been even a flare of temperament in the
conference room, and those have always sub-
sided in a matter of minutes. I can truth-
fully say to you what Mr, Justice Holmes sald
50 years ago. His words were, “We are very
quiet there, but it is the quiet of a storm
center as we all know.” But there have been
people on the outside who, for reasons of
their own, have enlarged upon an occasional
sharp retort in Court or a few caustic sen-
tences in a dissenting opinion to build
imaginary feuds that never existed.

We have disagreed, to be sure, on the in-
terpretation of constitutional principles.
But dissent is not a vice. Properly used, it
is in the best tradition of the Court. How
much poorer our jurisprudence would be
today had it not been for some of the dis-
sents of Holmes and Brandeis, and other
great Justices of the past. How basic and
prophetic was the dissenting statement of
Mr. Justice Harlan No. 1 in Plessy v. Fergu-
son, 1897, to the effect that “the Constitu-
tion is colorblind,” and cannot support the
separate-but-equal doctrine. Dissent for dis-
sent's sake serves no purpose, but when
used to express a deep-felt belief concern-
ing the application of a constitutional prin-
ciple, it serves a good purpose.

The supreme courts of some countries do
not have dissenting opinions, but those
courts do not necessarily advance the rule of
law more effectively than those that do.

A few years ago we had an unexpected visit
from the chief justice of one of our South
American countries. It was on a conference
day, so we suspended our proceedings and
invited him into the conference room. He
had been a professor of law for many years
before becoming chief justice, and in dis-
cussing legal matters he indicated he was
very much In accord with our decisions.
However, he showed a special interest in our
dissenting opinions, and asked a number of
questions as to who might write a dissent-
ing opinion and under what conditions it
was allowable. He seemed to be somewhat
astounded when he was told that any mem-
ber of the Court could write one whenever he
disagreed with the Court opinion. Finally,
I said to him, “Chief Justice, don't you have
any dissenting opinions in your court?”
“Oh, no,” he said, “all of my colleagues were
my law students.”

Our people, lawyers and laymen alike, are
conditioned to the principle of dissenting
opinions, Sometimes the public goes so far
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as to demand them. I remember when the
school desegregation opinions of 1954 were
announced, the Clerk of our Court for weeks
was beset by scores of requests for coples of
“the dissenting opinion.” When told that
there was no dissenting opinion, many of
them demanded to know by whose orders the
dissenting opinion had been abolished.
Others, believing that there must be a dis-
senting opinion, threatened to have him in-
vestigated for suppressing it.

I am not surprised that people would have
such an idea because the wildest speculations
were in the press while those cases were un-
der submission. Only a few days before
the opinions were handed down, one promi-
nent columnist on “unimpeachable author-
ity" wrote that the Court was bitterly divided
four to four, and that both sides were mak-
ing life miserable for me because I could not
make up my mind. But the fact was that
I wrote the opinions, and they were unani-
mous.

So, I imagine the dissenting opinion as an
institution is here to stay without discredit
to the Court. The first one was reported on
August 11, 1792, in the case of The State of
Georgia v. Braislford et al., and the latest
one in Gastelum-Quinones v. Kennedy, on
June 17, 1963, the last day of the past term.
And so it goes in State supreme courts as
well. Ihave even read some emanating from
the Supreme Court of California, and they
have in no way weakened its position In our
great Btate.

This has been an interesting decade on the
Court. The years have been challenging, and,
I need hardly tell you, they have been con-
troversial. However, it is not the Court that
has made them controversial—it is the times
in which we are living. The landmark cases
that came to us were charged with great
emotion. But the same can be said in vary-
ing degrees of almost all of the decades of
our national life,

Since the Court came into existence almost
175 years ago, there have been few eras in
which 1t has not been the center of intense
controversy, and most of the climactic decl-
slons of the Court have been rendered in an
emotional atmosphere wherein any decision
reached would be both praised and assailed
by the contending interests.

In the first few decades, the important
decisions revolved around the question of
whether under our new Constitution we
could be a strong Nation, capable of taking
our rightful place in the family of nations,
or whether we were destined to be a mere
federation of States incapable of governing,
such as we had been under the anemic Ar-
ticles of Confederation. McCulloch v. Mary-
land, Gibbons v. Ogden, the Dartmouth Col-
lege case, and others—all of them charged
with the greatest emotion—established the
fact that we were to be a Nation, and that
the su clause of the Constitution
was to be a vital factor in the life of the
Nation.

Following this was the territorial expansion
of the Nation, and the struggle between the
forces of slavery and abolition, climaxing in
the Dred Scott decision.

In the years following the Civil War and
up to the 1980's, the Court was concerned
largely with the industrial revolution, the
rights of corporations under the 14th amend-
ment, the extent of the commerce clause, and
the rights of the States and the Federal Gov-
ernment to enact social legislation. These
issues rose to a crescendo in 1936. The deci-
sions from the late thirties to the early
forties, as highly controversial as any in our
history, 1aid many of these questions to rest.
They are now shorn of their emotion and are
a part of the settled jurisprudence of the
Nation. :

Then came World War II, and the era of all
human rights—not just the rights of prop-
erty, but the rights of individuals to due
process and equal protection of the laws.
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The cases in this area are typlfied by Brown
v. Board of Education and Gideon v. Wain-
wright. It has been pointed out by Alpheus
Mason in his splendid book on the Supreme
Court that “In its 1936 term, there were 160
decisions in which opinions were written.
Of these only two were in the area of civil
rights and liberties,” and that “During its
1960-61 term the Court handed down 120
decisions in which opinions were written. Of
these 54 concerned civil rights and liberties.”

‘This disparity is the cause of conjecture on
the part of many people. They wonder why
only a little over 1 percent of our decisions
were in this area 25 years ago while almost
50 percent are in this area mow. Many of
them say, “Don't you think we are’ moving
too fast in this area?" as though the Court
could regulate the speed with which such
cases come to it. There are many people,
and I fear some lawyers, who belleve that
whenever the Court disapproves of some
facet of American life, it reaches out and
decldes the question in accordance with its
desires. I am sure many people do believe
this to be true because they often say, “I
do not disagree with your opinion, but do you
believe this is a good time to decide such
controversial guestions?” Such a question,
of course, entirely misconceives the function
of the Supreme Court and the limitation of
its jurisdiction to actual cases and contro-
versies. It overlooks the fact that it is a
court of review and, except in a very limited
area, is never a court of original jurisdiction.
It disregards the fact that every case we
decide has a long and often a tortuous route
to pursue before it ever reaches us, and that
normally it must pass the scrutiny of the
district court and the court of appeals, if
in the Federal system, and if a State case, it
must first run the gauntlet of the State ju-
diciary and come to our Court only from the
highest court of the State. We can reach
for no cases. They come to us in the normal
course of events or we have no jurisdiction.
When they do come to us we decide them or
we do not perform our duty. Even some law-
yers who appear in our Court do not realize
how limited is our jurisdiction under the
Judiciary Act of 1789, which has served so
well throughout the existence of the Court.

Mr. Justice Frankfurter tells the story of
his first day on the Supreme Court. A law-
yer from the Midwest was arguing his case,
and was insistent on discussing the ulti-
mate issue at the outset before settling a
lurking jurisdictional question that was
bothering the Court. Mr. Justice Frank-
furter was inslstent on knowing first whether
he had satisfied the jurisdictional require-
ment for consideration by the Supreme
Court. After falling to obtain a satisfactory
answer to several of his questions, the Justice
finally sald, “Counsel, before you go any
further, I want to know, how did you get to
this Court?” Counsel, unaware of the sig-
nificance of the question, responded, “I came
on the Pennsylvania Railroad.”

The main reason we have so many civil
rights cases these days is because the very
atmosphere in which we live is charged with
that subject. It is not confined to our own
country. It is worldwide in all its implica-
tions. World War II was fought to preserve
freedom-—not only the freedom of nations
from aggression but freedom for the people
of the world. The Atlantic Charter solemnly
promised it. Our wartime President, Frank-
lin D, Roosevelt, told the world that we were
fighting the war to establish everywhere the
four freedoms—freedom of speech and ex-
pression; freedom of every person to worship
God in his own way; freedom from want;
freedom from fear. *“By winning now,” he
sald, “we strengthen the meanings of those
freedoms, we increase the stature of man-
kind, we establish the dignity of human life.”
People everywhere looked forward with hope.
The Unliversal Declaration of Human Rights
of the United Nations was designed to im-
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plement those promises. Colonialism has
had a rapid demise since the war. Nation
after nation has received its independence
and has been admitted to the family of na-
tions immediately. Their representatives,
without regard to race, creed, or color, are
admitted to the councils of the world on a
basis of equality. Our greatest boast in
America has been that here we have freedom
and equallty under the law. But, as we all
know, there are those who have long been
deprived of equality and they are now testing
all our institutions to make certain that they
too will be the beneficlaries of that doctrine,
It is to claim these rights of freedom under
our Constitution, which guarantees them,
that thousands of cases are annually filed
in both State and Federal courts. Many of
them eventually find their way to our Court,
and we decide them as our duty compels us
to do. It is to remind us of this duty that
inscribed in stone over the entrance to the
Supreme Court are the words, “Equal Jus-
tice Under Law.” This motto represents our
ideal, our goal, and it Is against this back-
ground that we must view all our courts,
State and Federal. For the role of the courts
is not merely to define the rights. It is
also to administer the remedy.

Unless the remedy is equally applied to
persons and things, the right is a mere pious
idea, and more than that, unless the remedy
is applied in seasonable time it still remains
a delusion.

There are those who belleve that in ful-
filling this responsibility the Court is in-
vading States rights. But really, where
the supreme court of a State is vigilant in
its protection of constitutional rights, as is
the Supreme Court of California, few differ-
ences arise between it and the Supreme Court
of the United States. I thought you might
be interested in a few figures that would
demonstrate the relationship between those
two courts, and I researched the statistics
for the 10-year period between the 1951-52
and the 1961-62 terms. First on the civil
side. In those 10 years, 212 cases came to
us from Callfornia. Of these, 195 were af-
firmed, 14 were reversed, and 8 vacated.
Only 25 were even set down for argument.

On the criminal side, where many of the
most emotional problams arise, 767 writs and
appeals were filed. In 749 of these, the ac-
tion of the Supreme Court of California was
sustained summarily. Eighteen were argued,
of which nine were affirmed, three were va-
cated, and six reversed. The three that were
vacated were ultimately sustained after re-
mand and, of the six reversed, three were
sustained after retrial, and only three were
eventually freed.

I quote these figures largely because they
afford me an opportunity to express my ad-
miration as a member of the supreme court
and my appreciation as a citizen of Cali-
fornia for the outstanding record of the
Supreme Court of California. And the fig-
ures show that where the supreme court
of a State is vigilant concerning constitu-
tlonal rights, the Supreme Court of the
United States is equally vigilant in support-
ing its decisions.

Our courts, State and Federal, are the dis-
tinctive symbol of the kind of government
and soclety that the Founding Fathers cre-
ated in the wilderness of this continent.
They made this Natlon, and the States of
which it is composed, into a republic based
on the concept of the rule of law; a society
in which every man had rights—alienable
rights—rights based not on creed or race or
economic power or Iinfluence, but upon
equality. In such a society the courts have
the function of dealing not only with jus-
tice among citizens but of preserving jus-
tice between the citizen and the State. The
founders of our country therefore adopted
the principle that there is a fundamental

law—expressed in the Constitution, and par-
ticularly in the Bill of Rights—to which
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every exercise of power must conform. The
same concept is embodied in the constitu-
tion of the State of California. The ulti-
mate purpose of this fundamental law is to
protect the rights of the individual and to
apply this law became the speclial task of
the courts.

This is a great concept of justice. It dis-
tinguishes us from every totalitarian nation.
It is the heart of government in community,
state, and nation. But in order for the con-
cept to be meaningful, it must be translated
into realities in the everyday living of our
people. The acid test of our system is the
extent to which our ideals are given con-
crete reality in the lives of our people. A
system of laws—however just—which existed
only in theory would be a slim reed on
which to base our claim that here in Amer-
ica Justice is within the reach of every
citizen.

The term we so often hear expressed—
that we have a government of laws and not
of men—has been used so much in recent
Yyears that we sometimes utter it without
really appreciating Iits true meaning. To
one person it means one thing while to an-
other it may have a quite different signifi-
cance. It is uncommon to find people who
have a rounded concept of the rule of law.
Too often we find people who believe fer-
vently in that portion of the rule of law
that protects them in their own sphere of
actlvity but who are intolerant of that por-
tion that protects other people. Many a
person who believes Implicitly that the Con-
stitution is designed to protect him in the
enjoyment and use of his property, has little
patience with those who insist on freedom
of expression, freedom to teach, freedom of
association, freedom from diserimination, and
freedom to participate fully in their gov-
ernment.

When we say we have a government of
laws and not of men, we mean at the very
least, that the law protects all men equally
in their property and individual rights re-
gardless of their race, religion, color or
wealth, In America, and even in California
where we have made great advances, we
should not be complacent about the rule of
law until we have first embraced and applied
it at home and made it work in all its as-
pects., If we are honest with ourselves we
must recognize that we are still working on
a great unfinished job. This is our next
and nearest step in developing a modern,
adequate legal system, and the attalnment
of this goal should be a primary purpose of
the bench and bar, both Federal and State.

At the present time and for some years
past, one of our most pressing and difficult
problems has been the attainment of better
judicial administration. It is important to
recognize that adequate judicial administra-
tion can never be achieved merely by adding
new judges. Of course we do need to add
judges from time to time in both the Fed-
eral and State judicial systems. But merely
multiplylng judges will not by itself produce
the quality of judicial administration which
our people so much need.

The fact is, there is no simple solution to
this problem. The judiciary is an intrinsic
part of this fast-moving world and, like all
of the other parts, it must be properly geared
and attuned to the realities of our time. We
must not only sharpen our old working tools
but we must fashion new ones that will
enable us to do swiftly that which in more
leisurely and simple times could have been
done less promptly. We cannot afford a
nostalgic look backwards to the conditions
and practices which were in vogue a genera-
tion ago, or in any other past era. On the
contrary, we must look forward to the day
when judicial processes are so well organized,
80 simple, and so coordinated in effort that
we can handle a greater volume of litigation
than ever before and at the same time re-
solve with dispatch legal issues of greater
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complexity than we have ever encountered
before. This need not and should not mean
mass production of decisions. It has been
well put in a lecture by an eminent jurist of
New York, as follows:

“The priceless ingredient in the judicial
product is the individual touch of a lawyer
and judge, the conscientious discharge of a
personal responsibility on the part of the
lawyer who presents a case and on the part
of the judge who decides it. There is no
substitute for that professional and personal
care which is the core of justice. We law-
yers must not diminish or dilute that pro-
fessional quality. But it does behoove us
to frame a court system and fashion the pro-
cedures on a sound business basis, which
will allow needed professional services to be
rendered in a time and at a cost which will
effect complete justice.”

It is encouraging indeed to observe today
the ever-increasing interest and activity in
the betterment of judicial administration in
many parts of the country in both the Fed-
eral and State systems.

What Chief Justice Taft described some
years ago as “The perniclous tendency of
each Federal judge to paddle his own canoe,”
is fast disappearing in favor of a very dif-
ferent attitude of cooperation and teamwork
as between U.S, judges and courts.

In the electrical antitrust suits now pend-
ing in the Federal district courts we have a
dramatic example of this new spirit of judi-
cial cooperation and what it can accomplish.
The situation was brought on by the convic-
tion in Philadelphia of a number of the
manufacturers of heavy electrical equipment
of a conspiracy to violate the antitrust laws.
Following, and as a result of these convic-
tions, over 1,800 private antitrust suits for
treble damages were filed against the con-
victed manufacturers in 33 different Federal
district courts. While there are five differ-
ent product lines involved in this litigation,
most of the cases involving each product line
are based upon practically the same allega-
tions of conspiracy and necessarily require
for thelr proof many of the same witnesses,
documents and other items of evidence.

The situation was wholly without prece-
dent. Unless some way could be found for
systematizing the taking of depositions and
the demands for the production of evidence,
the Federal judicial system could not dispose
of such a snarl of litigation and the admin-
istration of the law would break down.

The Federal judges, however, have proven
equal to this emergency. A series of meet-
ings have been held, attended by all the
distriet judges who are assigned to any of
these cases, and a plan for controlling, or-
ganizing and systematizing the entire proc-
ess of discovery has been worked out and
made applicable to every one of these num-
erous law sults by order of the individual
judge before whom each suit was pending.

Some 20 national pretrial orders have now
been entered applicable to and effective in
each of these cases. The depositions of a
large number of the common witnesses have
been completed. Over 750,000 items of evi-
dence have been assembled in two central
places for the use of all, and it is confidently
expected by the judges that the first of these
cases will be ready for trial within a very
few months.

A few years ago 1t would have been difficult
indeed to imagine so many Federal judges
cooperating successfully in any such massive
administrative effort. It signifies a change
in the times. The late lamented judge, John
J. Parker, who was one of the founders of
the Judicial Conference of the United States
in 1923, sald in a speech shortly before his
death that one of the reasons for creating
the conference was that in his own cireuit,
and others, many of the Federal judges who
had served on the bench for years had not
even met each other. We have moved a long
way forward since those days. The judges
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concerned with administering these electri-
cal suits are already aware that similar prob-
lems may result from future antitrust con-
victions and also that very similar problems
of procedure and judiclal administration are
already present in the litigation that results
from large air crashes, and similar common
disasters.

It should be encouraging to all of us to
find that our judges are equal to such emer-
gencies and have the spirit, disposition, and
ability to devise new methods of judicial
administration to meet unprecedented prob-
lems,

Other equally clear evidences of an ex-
panding interest in judical administration
can be enumerated, but I think this one is
enough to show the increasing attention
being given to this subject in the Federal
courts.

I have been interested in improved judi-
clal administration all my adult life and
of course these matters are close to my heart.
It is encouraging to return to California after
10 years and find so much evidence here of
interest and progress in judicial adminis-
tration in the State courts.

A full list of the achievements in judicial
administration of Chief Justice Gibson, the
Judicial council, the State bar, the Governor,
and the legislature of the State during the
last 10 years would be a formidable list in-
deed. But outstanding among the more re-
cent developments in the administration of
the California judicial system are: the
amendment of the State constitution in
1960 modifying and modernizing the struc-
ture of the judicial council; the organiza-
tion in 1962 for the first time of an effective
staff agency for the judicial counecil under
the title of the “Administrative Office of the
California Courts” headed by a most capable
director in Mr. Ralph N. Kleps; the use of
judicial seminars and institutes to increase
judicial effectiveness; a strong effort to sim-
plify and shorten the trial of cases by de-
veloping an effective pretrial procedure;
well-conducted studies and seminars to im-
prove the procedures of juvenile and traffic
courts; a restudy and improvement of the
rules of procedure, both civil and eriminal,
a:g the projected revision of the entire penal
code.

When 1 consider all this activity I am
proud to be a Californian because it keeps
California in the forefront of the struggle
for improved judicial administration. The
State bar of California can well be proud
of the part it has played in this movement.
And, of course, the progress could not have
been made without the leadership of Chief
Justice Phil Gibson. He has been a great
leader in every advance in this field for the
last quarter of a century. I am happy you
are honoring him and the great court he has
headed at the same time you are honoring
the Supreme Court of the United States and
me. I like to think that all of us are engaged
in one big joint venture. We share each
other's problems, we profit or lose as the
prestige of the judiclary is enhanced or de-
meaned, and we derive our satisfactions from
making the word “justice” meaningful in the
lives of people.

We are grateful to you, our brethren of
the bar, for the unflagging support you have
given to all of our courts—both State and
Federal. We congratulate President Bill Gray
and his board of governors on a year of
splendid accomplishment and we wish for
Sam Wagener and his new board accelerated
progress in the year to come.

ADDRESS BY EARL WARREN, CHIEF JUSTICE OF
THE UNITED STATES, AT A SEMINAR ON “CALI-
FORNIA AND THE CHALLENGE OF GROWTH,”
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY,
Cavrr., SEPTEMBER 27, 1963
It is somewhat presumptuous for me to

talk to this group of people at this stage

of your seminars on “California and the
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Challenge of Growth.” The subject has
already been dissected on the several cam-
puses of the university and the varlous facets
of the subject have been explored by experts
from all parts of the world. Most recently,
and throughout the past 2 days, you have
faced up to the future of our cities where
more and more people are being concen-
trated and where changes basically affecting
the life of the Natlon are occurring at an
accelerated rate. I wish I had been able to
hear the discussions of those experts who
have given so much thought to these changes
and to the problems they raise. Other duties
having deprived me of that opportunity, I
find myself unable even to discuss the pro-
posals which have been made here,

I am not a metropolitan planner; in fact,
I cannot technically qualify as a planner of
any kind. However, I do not shun the words
“planner” and “p " as do some people
who give to those terms a sinister connota-
tion. I am simply not a planner because
that specific kind of activity has never been
one of my skills. I do admire those who
devote their talents to such causes, and I
feel the necessity for supporting them when
they devote their lives to that profession. I
speak to you merely as a citizen of California
who was born and reared here and who, by
the grace of the voters of this State, was
for many years afforded an opportunity to
witness at close range and in a thought-
provoking way many of the problems of
growth of our great State.

When I was born here, the State of Cali-
fornia had a population of about 1 million
people. I notice that it is now estimated
to have close to 18 million. Great changes
have taken place during the period of that
growth. When I first knew the State it
was emerging from frontier days; now it
is a dynamic commonwealth of tremendous
proportions in the life of our Nation, eco-
nomically, culturally and politically. It is
bound to play a much greater part for good
or evil as that growth continues. It is still
a great State, and in my opinion is the great-
est place on earth in which to live. This
is probably not an unprejudiced opinion, but
I am sure there are millions of people
throughout the world who believe exactly
as I do. If that were not true 1,600 or so
people every day, year in and year out, would
not be coming to California to cast their
lots with us. They come here seeking to
establish a good life for themselves and their
children. I belleve that working together
we can make that possible for many more
millions of people than we have today, if
we will but realize that citles are built for
the happiness of people, and that if happi-
ness I8 to be achieved we must know the
needs of our people under drastically chang-
ing conditions, and do the things that are
essential to making such happiness possible.
We can no longer walt until severe problems
become critical and then try to solve them
by patching together partial solutions In
the nature of a crazy quilt. We must con-
sider the lives of our people as a Wwhole.
We must consider those lives in the aggre-
gate as the great responsibility of cities.
Cities must be studied as a living organism
with a body, a heart and bloodstream, a
nervous system and a brain. We must not
study only one or a few of its organs as
they show deterioration. We must study
cities and treat them as entities.

This we have not done to any degree of
satisfaction in the past. We have recog-
nized specific problems here and there, but
we have not had the boldness to consider
the city as a whole, and when I speak in
this critical vein I do not mean that in Cali-
fornia we are less attentive to the future
than other States of the Union. I am think-
ing largely of the pattern throughout the
Nation.

We have given much thought to water,
and what we have done in that regard has
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contributed greatly to the development and
welfare of our State. The plans for the fu-
ture are exciting. We have given much at-
tention to our highways which have also
contributed greatly to the convenlence and
prosperity of our State. We have given some,
but too little, attention to the pollution of
our waterways, and we have given pitifully
little attention to the pollution of the very
alr which we must breathe, It seems strange
in these days when happily we are protecting
all peoples of the world from nuclear fission
by a test ban treaty that we would be re-
luctant to meet head on our air pollution
problems here at home. I cannot refrain
from commenting on an experience I had, as
Governor, with this problem. For years it
seemed to me that, if smog irritated the
eyes and respiratory organs to the point of
serious discomfiture, it might have more
serlous but less apparent consequences.
There was some research being done at the
universities and our department of public
health had done what it could, but without
funds appropriated for the purpose. On the
advice of the department, I asked the legis-
lature to appropriate a sufficient amount of
money for it to make a comprehensive study
of the problem and to consolidate the find-
ings of the varlous educational institutions.
The legislative reaction to the proposal was
violent. The Los Angeles delegation In
wrath sald smog was their local problem
and they did not want the State to interfere
with its business; that this was but another
example of State interference with local self-
government. Because the Los Angeles area
was the one most seriously affected, nothing
was done with the proposal. But in the fol-
lowing 2 years the situation worsened to the
extent that the farmers became concerned
about the effect of smog on their poultry,
dairy cattle, and hogs. The State was told it
had a responsibility to know how serious the
problem was and then to do something about
it. The legislature without objectlon ap-
propriated money to the department of pub-
lic health for that purpose. In fairness I
should say that the bill did permit the de-
partment also to consider the effect of smog
on people. This kind of planning is similar
to the rallroad transportation problem in
Chicago. That great city made no provision
for a central railroad station and the termi-
nals of the various rallroads were scattered
throughout the city. There were no passen-
ger connections between them and it was
impossible for a passenger to travel through
Chicago either to the Atlantic or Pacific
coasts. It was always necessary not only to
change tralns but stations as well, to the
great inconvenience of the traveling public.
But provision was made for routing cattle
and hogs through the city without any
transferring. As a result, it became a by-
word with the traveling public that nobody
could go straight through Chicago unless he
was a hog.

In other respects, we have done much for
the health of our people in California
through a farsighted department of public
health and through the research of our
splendid universities. We have gone a long
way in education. No State has done more.
But our needs are always a few steps ahead
of our accomplishments. If we ever stand
still, even for a moment, in this area, we
will be so far behind that it will be almost
impossible to catch up. We have done much
in the fleld of agriculture, and are filling
many of the needs of the Nation in that
respect. But, have we adequately studied
the relationship of urban growth to the
agriculture of our State? Are the encroach-
ments of suburbia and industry upon agri-
culture in our beautiful valleys always in
the best interest of the ultimate develop-
ment of our State? Many other problems
of our growth have been studied with good
results. Others have been left untouched.
The thing we must now determine is whether
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we have the foresight and courage to tackle
the problem as a whole. I know there are
many people who believe that to do so re-
flects a desire to interfere with local self-
government—to bring about regimentation.
This is indeed shortsighted., The very fact
that we do have local self-government and
that we do have hundreds of cities in Cali-
fornia, scores of which are so close to each
other that only a surveyor could tell where
one ends and the other begins, makes it
necessary for us to plan on a regional or
even statewide basis If we are to prevent
one community from strangling its neigh-
bors, The question is whether we can con-
tinue to grow satisfactorily while California
becomes one mass of people from Crescent
City to San Diego? And the population
experts say that is exactly what the future
holds for us.

In such circumstances, must we not, if
we are thinking of the future, sit down and
counsel together in order that some parts
might not become a blight upon the rest?
If we were living in a country with a uni-
tary system, the central government could
control such things, but in our country,
where we have a federal system of 50 States,
and thousands of cities and countles with
local autonomy, it is only by planning and
cooperation that such things can be con-
trolled.

This summer I had the pleasure and great
opportunity to visit in the Near East, and
in those parts of that part of the world
where clvilization began, so far as we know
at the present time. I was in Mesopotamia,
in Egypt, and in Athens. In numerous
places I saw the evidence of anclient cities
which had once been great powers and that
now are nothing but a few ruins. Many of
them, of course, were the victims of destruc-
tive war, but others were the victims of
strangulation because they grew without re-
gard to the problems of the future. Some
places where archeologists had been working
it was evident that there were layers of cities
which flourished centuries apart. I stood in
the ruins of ancient Troy on the level of the
city as Homer wrote about it 1,100 years be-
fore the birth of Christ, We were told that
there were nine layers of citles on that very
spot, and that the Troy which Homer wrote
about was the seventh layer. As I looked at
those ruins and realized how many cities
have occupled that site only to wither and
die, I wondered if the cities of this day were
facing the same disintegration because of a
failure to prepare for the future,

I stood among the ruins on the Acropolis
at Athens and realized that what had once
been the mistress of the Mediterranean had
decayed and dwindled to a few shacks at the
foot of the mountain. It was frightening to
recall that it had remained in that condition
until the present century. Again Athens is
a city of 2 million people because people of
the country have flocked to it seeking to es-
tablish a better life. I wondered if it was
now preparing another layer, destined for
oblivion, in spite of the fact that it is
vibrant at the present time, I wondered if
it, too, would strangle itself as had other
cities In that part of the world for thousands
of years.

However, before I left I had the great
pleasure of visiting the Athens Technology
Institute, where the future of Athens and
other cities all over the world was being
studied and planned, not just by architects
and engineers, but by doctors, lawyers, and
social scientists of all kinds. I saw the work
that was being done for the ideal city of AD.
2100. No one there claimed to have the an-
swers to the problems of growth. Everyone
expressed a sense of personal inadequacy but,
on the other hand, all expressed a determina-
tion to know what will be necessary in the
future to bring happiness to the people who
live in present-day cities. I saw on the
trestle boards plans in the making for cities
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of this country, in Greece, Pakistan, Ghana,
and SBouth American countries. None of
these plans were completed but all were re-
celving the thought of all those disciplines
that encompass the lives of people.

It was in the evening that I attended the
institute, and as I looked from the moun-
tainside on which we were, across the valley
to the lighted Acropolis, I felt refreshed and
again renewed my belief that our cities need
not fall into decay, but that with proper
research and planning and understanding
they might continue to blossom and in-
creasingly promote the welfare of our people.

I have always been an optimist about the
future of California, and for a great many
years have believed that the only thing which
could mar that future would be indifference
to the way we are growing. Twenty years
ago I was privileged to be elected Governor
of California. The main plank of my plat-
form was that we should make no small
plans for California; that it was destined to
continue to grow, and that every plan we
made should be in anticipation of California
having 20 million people in 25 years. That

shocked some of my friends who be-
lieved that it was extravagant. They said
that the experts did not forecast such a tre-
mendous growth, and that I would do better
to say 15 instead of 20 million. I refused to
change my figure saying that the growth of
California should be predicted by optimists,
not by experts. Of course, I had no way of
knowing my prediction would come true, but
I had watched our growth for many years,
and I had the faith to belleve that it would
become an accomplished fact. As I read the
estimate of 17,680,000 for our population on
July 1 of this year, I had a tinge of satisfac-
tion because at the rate we have grown these
last 20 years, we are bound to have 20 million
people in 1967, the end of the 25-year perlod
covered in my forecast.

When I was a freshman at the university,
I heard that great Englishman, Lord James
Bryce, who wrote the "American Common-
wealth,” speak at the graduation exerclses.
What he sald made a profound impression on
me., At that time, he predicted that we
would have 50 million people in California,
and he challenged the graduating class to
ascertain what the growth and acquisition
of wealth in California was dolng for the
lives of the people. That is exactly our
problem today. To a young freshman who
had come from the then little town of
Bakersfleld, which was merely an oasis in &
great area of sagebrush, this was an excifing
prediction. However, I was prepared for it
because a few years before my father had
taken me to hear a famous lecturer on the
chautauqua circuit. The subject of the lec-
ture was “Acres of Diamonds.” He told the
story of a farmer in anclent Persia. The
man was a prosperous farmer. He had good
vines and trees and livestock. He was com-
fortable in every respect and happy with his
lot. One day a stranger came to his home,
and told him a story of how the world was
created and how diamonds were formed in
the creation. He said that a diamond was
but a congealed drop of sunlight, and told
of their great beauty and value. That night
the farmer did not sleep because of his
excitement, and he determined that he
would search for diamonds and the wealth
they would bring him. He immediately be-
came unhappy with his lot as a farmer, sold
his farm, sent his family to his relatives, and
started out in the world to find a diamond
mine. He traveled the world over, and
finally when he was penniless and ill he
destroyed himself by walking into the sea.
In the meantime, the man who had bought
the farm from him found a stone glisten-
ing in the stream on the property. It was
later identified as & diamond, and his farm
became the great diamond mine which for
centurles supplied the jewels for the royalty
of the world, The moral of his story, of
course, was that we need not go away to
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search for diamonds; they surround us if
we will but look for them. I remember that
this lecture was delivered at the time when
so many of our people were rushing up to
Alaska in search of gold. I saw a number
of them return emptyhanded to our little
city. In the meantime, the great oll fields
of Kern County had been discovered, and
water had been brought to the arid soil
making a garden spot out of what had been
desert.

I have always remembered that lecture
and I have always applied it to California.
I still apply the moral of it to those who
have the privilege of living here. The great-
est diamond which has been discovered here
is the Unlversity of California. It has
brought enlightenment to every part of our
State. It has prepared us for every oppor-
tunity which has presented Iteself. For al-
most 100 years, it has trained young men and
women to assume the responsibilities of cit-
izenship in this great State. It has pre-
pared every element of our society for the
problems they must meet. And now it is
taking the leadership in meeting the chal-
lenge of the future of our cities. In this
fast moving and ever changing world, it is
one of the greatest challenges that confront
us. I am happy that the university iz ac-
cepting this challenge, and I am sure that
now it has put its shoulder to the plow in
this fleld it will not turn back. The uni-
versity is the logical agency to supply this
leadership. It can bring together all the
disciplines that can evaluate the elements
for the good life. It is statewide In its in-
terests and its influence. It has the con-
fidence of the people of California. It has
the backing of an understanding State gov-
ernment. The Governors and legislatures
have always trusted it. Now it has the
greatest aggregation of echolars ever to be
assembled in this country. It has a vision
for the future of our State. If we continue
to support it In proportion to the growth of
California, it will always be the greatest
diamond of all to come from our acres of
diamonds.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 5, 1963]
ANNIVERSARY

Ten years ago this day, Earl Warren took
his seat as Chief Justice of the United States.
No decade in American history has brought
to the Supreme Court such a diversity of
deeply troublesome and controversial gues-
tions—questions made troublesome and con-
troversial in large measure because they had
been long ignored by the Court and allowed
to fester.

Racial segregation, for example, was al-
lowed for three-quarters of a century to cor-
rupt American soclal and economic life
through adherence to the trancparently false
“separate but equal” gloss until the “War-
ren” Court at last set it straight in the
school decislons of 1954. Gross inequities in
State districting were permitted to impalr
political equality for many years on the basis
of a fiction that they lay beyond judielal
jurisdgiction until recently the Court recog-
nized that they involved a plain denial of
constitutional rights, Some extremely lax
Btate practices respecting the admissibility
of evidence obtalned in violation of the
fourth amendment were tolerated out of
deference to States rights until just lately
the Court sald firmly that it would hold State
trials to Federal standards.

Most important of all, perhaps, is the fact
that the Court grasped the nettle of church-
state relations in the public schools. Various
forms of religious observance were =0 com-
monplace in the schools that the wall of
separation between church and state was
in grave danger of crumbling until the Court
resolutely recalled that the first amendment
imposes on the American Government an ab-
solute neutrality in all matters of religion.
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Because all four of these major decisions
came tragically late, they ran counter to set-
tled convictions and rooted practices among
many Americans. Thus they brought down
upon the Court a storm of abuse and attack.
It was a plece of magnificent good fortune
that the chief justiceship was held during
this trying period by a man of exceptional
poise and strength and understanding.
Enowing that it is the function of the Su-
preme Court at times to check the popular
will, Chief Justice Warren has gone about his
high duties with quiet equanimity. He can
be sure that in the perspective of history
he will have the deep gratitude of his coun-
trymen., We wish the country a long con-
tinuation of his superb public service.

[From the Washington Daily News, Sept. 30,
1963]

EArL WARREN'S 10 YeEams

Ten years ago this week a husky, friendly
man resigned as Governor of Callfornia and
took a seat in Washington as Chief Justice
of the United States.

Earl Warren had been one of the most
popular politiclans in the booming Western
State, having been elected once as attorney
general and three times as Governor—once
with the nominations of both major parties.
He had been his home State favorite son
for Presldent at three Republican conven-
tions,

But as Chief Justice his popularity has
been punctured by the series of controversial
opinions handed down by the Court—espe-
cially the school desegregation opinions
which he wrote in 1954 but on which the
Court was unanimous.

The Chief Justice’'s adversaries, who are
vehement and emotional, blame him for
everything the Court has decided although
there are eight other highly independent
Justices.

It is possible, and reasonable, to disagree
with some of the Chief Justice's opinions.
On occasion, in these columns, we have.
So, most of the time, have one or more of
his colleagues on the high benech. It is more
difficult, but possible and reasonable, to dis-
agree with some of his philosophy (as against
his interpretation of the law).

But it is not reasonable to question Chief
Justice Warren's sincerity. He 1s a man of
great heart and courage. He is the same
busky, friendly man who used to be Gover-
nor of California. High position has not
changed his prinelples or his humility. He
has weathered the barbs (many of them
personally vicious) which resulted from con-
troversial decisions with fine dignity and
undiminished belief In what he has done.

We think it is timely and eminently ap-
propriate to speak well of him today.

[From the St. Louls Post-Dispatch, Sept. 27,
1963]
TEN BRIGHT CANDLES

His native State honored Chief Justice
Earl Warren on the 10th anniversary of his
appointment to the Supreme Court, yet if
anything he was honored more by the High
Court itself. Seven of the Associate Justices
were present as Justice Warren addressed the
California Bar Assoclation in Ban Franelsco.
It was a mark of respect properly due a man
who has led the Court in some of its most
difficult years and against some of the bit-
terest criticism of it, and to the critics the
Chief Justice had wise words to say.

The civil rights issues that have led to so
much hostility toward the Court are world-
wide in their implications, he said. They are
part of a demand for individual and national
freedom that is growing across the globe.
Respecting America alone, however, these
issues arrive at the Supreme Court uninvited.
The Court does not initiate them, but as a
court of review it cannot with justice ignore
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them or stand on old precedents against
which the very times protest. If the Court
blocked changes it would be unjust.

Finally, the Chief Justice offered sound
advice to States rights advocates. If the
State courts were vigilant in protecting in-
dividual liberty, he said, they would have no

trouble with the Federal courts. It is State.

neglect, In law as in other fields, that has in-
vited or commanded Federal action. As Gov-
ernor of California, Justice Warren saw to
the rights and responsibilities of his State.
As Chief Justice, he has for a decade seen to
the liberties of the American people.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 30, 1963]
‘WaRReN BEFORE THE BAR

Chief Justice Warren's statement before
the California bar's convention last week
was, in a way, a reply to the loud minority
crying for his impeachment, but it will also
be of permanent usefulness to the political
sclentists.

The Supreme Court, the Chief Justice was
saying, is a creature (or victim) of its time,
like the other limbs of Government. It is
not elected, of course, but it stands neck-
deep in the same currents that swirl around
legislators and Presidents, holding its am-
munition over its head and trying to keep it

dry.

In his apologla for the Court, Mr. Warren
noted that it does not generate the cases it
decides. “We [the Court] can reach for no
cases,” he sald. “They come to us in the
normal course of events or we have no juris-
diction. When they do come to us we de-
cide them or we do not perform our du

The main reason for so many clvil rights
cases (he sometimes uses the expression “hu-
man rights”) is that the “very atmosphere
we live in is charged with that subject.”
This is self-evident. The critics of the Court
do not distinguish in their faultfinding be-
tween the matters forced on its considera-
tion and its decisions in these cases,

It is every American’s right to disagree
with the Court majority if he chooses, but he
is very wrong when he charges in his posters
and pamphlets that the Court conspires to
change the course of our political, social,
and economic life by deliberately selecting
cases which will have the greatest Infiuence
for change.

Mr. Warren implied that the Court would
be happier if the State supreme courts would
ease the burden of these invidious cases and
soften the charge that it invades Btate rights.

“Where the supreme court of a State is
vigilant of its protection of constitutional
rights,” he said, “as 1s the Supreme Court of
California, few differences arise between it
and the Supreme Court of the TUnited
States.”

He could have made that statement more
comprehensive, although it might not have
been seemly for him to point out that if the
legislative branch—Congress and the State
legislatures—did 1its statutory duty, the
Court, or the courts, would not be perpetu-
ally occupied with “making law” rather than
interpreting it.

He did say that those who have long been
deprived of equality “are now testing all our
institutions to make sure that they, too, will
be the beneficlaries” of them. Most of the
testing, while the executive and legislative
branches are less zealous than they should
be, is bound to be done in the courts,

How else could it be done?

[From the San Francisco Chronicle, Sept.
27, 1963
WARREN REPORTS ON THE COURT

Anything that a Justice of the U.S. Su-
preme Court says about its work is rare news,
because the members of the Court seldom
break the silence that surrounds their way
of working together. Chief Justice Earl
Warren's speech to the State bar Wednesday
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night was thus an extraordinary, immensely
valuable contribution to the public's under~
standing of the Court.

Do the Justices feud? The Chief Justice
disposed of this recurrent rumor by his re-
mark that he could count “on the fingers
of one hand” the occasions over the past
10 years when there has been a flareup of
temperament In the conferences of the Jus-
tices. These have never been more than
passing clashes of the moment, he sald,

His main theme, however, was not to put
“imaginary feuds" at rest, but to show how
heavily Involyved the Court has become in the
American struggle to protect all citizens
equally in their rights. Of 120 decisions
handed down by the Court in a recent year,
the Chief Justice said, 54 dealt with these
rights, and the cases came up in that volume
because the “atmosphere in which we live”
is charged with the demand for equality.

It is not the Court which is responsible
for these controversies, but the failure of
local, State and Federal Governments to live
up to the Constitution; for it is the Consti-
tution which both defines equal rights under
the law and provides the means for vindl-
cating them where they are denied.

The Court is frequently charged with in-
vading States rights, Chief Justice Warren
noted. His reply will bear pondering by law-
vers and judges in the States-rights States:
“Where the supreme court of a State is vigi-
lant in its protection of constitutional rights
(as is the Supreme Court of California), few
differences arise between it and the Supreme
Court of the United States.”

This was not only a profound reminder to
the courts of other States, but a high and
particular compliment to the California Su-
preme Court. As a Californian, Chief Jus-
tice Warren expressed his pride in offering
it, and by the same token, Californians
should be gratified to hear it from the Na-
tion’s head judge.

[From the San Jose Mercury, Sept. 27, 1963]
WARREN AND LAW

California this week is basking in the re-
flected glory of Chief Justice Earl Warren's
“10 years of honorable and illustrious serv-
ice,” to borrow Senator TrHomas KUCHEL'S
phrase.

It was 10 years ago that President Eisen-
hower named the then Governor of Cali-
fornia to be Chief Justice of the United
States.

Apparently it 1s Warren's destiny to be in
the forefront of soclal change. It was dur-
ing his governorship that California’s popu-
lation boom got rolling at full speed. He did
a remarkable job of gearing the State's anti-
quated governmental machinery to the needs
of the day.

As Chief Justice, of course, Warren has pro-
vided leadership in a Supreme Court that
has brought on a revolution in the field of
human rights. His performance leaves no
doubt he will go down in history as one of
the Nation’s strong Chief Justices. Inevitably
his career on the Court has made him a con-
troversial figure. Strong State rights advo-
cates as well as the lunatic fringe of the
political rightwing have singled the Chief
Justice out for viclous attacks.

Warren took the occasion of the State Bar
Association meeting in San Francisco this
week to explain his interpretation of the in-
scription over the entrance to the Supreme
Court: “Equal Justice Under Law.”

The purpose of the Constitution is the
protection of the rights of the individual.
The United States attempts to reach this
goal through a concept of law which “dis-
tinguishes us from every totalitarian na-
tion,"” sald Warren.

“It is the heart of government in com-
munity, State and Nation. But in order for
the concept to be meaningful, it must be
translated into realities in the everyday liv-
ing of our people.”
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[From the Sacramento Bee]

CoNsTITUTION REMAINS LIVING INSTRUMENT
N WaRreN COURT

The U.S. Supreme Court seldom has been
under more emotional siege than is the pres-
ent Court presided over by Chief Justice Earl
Warren. One almost has to go back to the
éra of John Marshall in the aarly 1800's to
find a comparison.

There are many similarities between both
the Courts of Warren and Marshall and the
men, Marshall and Warren. Marshall did not
hesitate as Chief Justice to invelve the Court
in matters of the day, controversial though
the decisions might be, and neither has War-
ren. Warren has an almost flerce dedication
to the place and the integrity of the Court in
American life, and so did Marshall.

It was Marshall who raised the prestige and
the power of the Court and molded the Amer-
ican practice and image by the breadth and
wisdom of his interpretations, despite quar-
rels with Presidents and embittered factions
of the public. Before Marshall the Court
was almost a disaster, a timid third person in
government; under Marshall the Court took
for itself the indisputable right to review
Federal and State laws and pronounce final
judgment in constitutionality. The Consti-
tution, under its consideration, became a
precise document and a living instrument, a
guiding force in American life, not a thing
for interpretation by any President or any
Congress.

Warren has extended the Marshall doc-
trines by bringing the Court to face up to
persistent and challenging questions of the
times: The rights of the Negro; the separa-
tlon of church and state; the relationship of
the States and the Federal Government; the
right of the citizen to seek redress in this
involved age of government. Under Warren
the Constitution again has become a precise
and a living instrument and a guiding force
and a document to be interpreted by a single
standard reading with meanings the same for
one as for all.

It is not for judges to listen to the voice
of persuasive eloquence or popular appeal, as
Justice Joseph Story once observed; the
Court’s duty, its province, as Justice Roger
Taney said in another opinion, is to expound
the law, not to make it.

If the judicial power falls short of giving
effect to the laws of the Union, as they are
written and not as one or another faction
might wish to interpret them, the existence
of the Federal Government is doomed. As
Justice Benjamin Cardozo once said, since
the courts are creatures of the state and its
power while their life as courts continues,
they must obey the law of their creator.

In faithfully interpreting the law, as the
Warren Court has in the fundamental and
explosive issues Involving the rights of all
and the separation of church and state, the
judiciary in the highest sense remains a
guardian of the conscience, just as much as
& guardian of the law,

Justice Willlam O. Douglas once said the
strength of the judiciary is in the command
it has over the hearts and the minds of men;
only so long as it commands the mind and
the heart will the Court survive as an In-
stitution.

Meantime, the controversy over the Warren
Court continues. Men too blind to see that
if the rights of a few are prejudiced the
rights of all are in danger would impeach
‘Warren; their hate is naked.

Marshall too was hated. In his time he
perhaps was the most despised man in Amer-
ican life, in some quarters.

Now as then the provincial may protest
and the angry declaim but the Court—be-
cause of men like Marshall and Warren—re-
mains what it was intended to be, the faith-
ful, final interpreter of the law as the law
is written, and a place where none is turned
away and where all are heard with equal
patience and sympathy.
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[From the Sacramento Bee, Sept. 27, 1963]

WaARREN GIVES BRILLIANT DEFENSE OF VITAL
Law

U.S. Chief Justice Earl Warren's speech
in San Franeisco should put to shame the
rightist radicals who have asked for his im-
peachment. It was not a cold and remote
defense of himself or against attacks on the
Court. His response showed the law can
be presented in human, warm terms far
broader and more sagacious than might be
used by those defending the Court against
the raging controversy around it with cloud
seven detachment.

Warren took particular note of rumors the
Court is driven by internal con
Of course, such rumors are part of the gen-
eral attack on the Court once so sacrosant
to reactionaries and so dispensable to them
now that it is showing heart for the com-
mon man.

Warren denied without rancor that there
exists any destructive division within the
Court. Then he turned the rumors against
their mongers In a classical parry.

Sald Warren:

“Dissent is not a vice. Properly used it is
in the best tradition of the Court.”

The Chief Justice sald American juris-
prudence would have been sterile but for the
dissents of Oliver Wendell Holmes and Louis
Brandeis.

In practically all branches of life there
are growth, progress, and vigor in the clash
between the majority and the minority.
Those who find in dissent within the house
of the law some great peril would detach
law from life, from the needs of the people
and from the need for correction of its past
mistakes. Judges do not put on infallibility
when they don their judicial robes. They
are still men dealing, not with a dead thing,
but with a living

Warren's great service in his San Fran-
cisco speech was that he vitalized the law,
presenting it as something written by men,
not in the dead embers of absolutism, but
in the living fire of minds clashing in crea-
tive purpose.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask mnanimous consent that an addi-
tional 5 minutes be allotted outside the
time limitation for the purpose of
bringing before the Senate items on the
calendar to which there is no objection,
beginning with Calendar No. 541, and
following in sequence.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

CANCELLATION AND DEFERMENT OF
CERTAIN IRRIGATION CHARGES

The bill (HR. 641) to approve an or-
der of the Secretary of the Interior can-
celing and deferring cerfain irrigation
charges, eliminating certain tracts of
non-Indian-owned land under the Wa-
pato Indian irrigation project, Washing-
ton, was considered, order to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(!ﬁllo. 563) , explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered fo be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The twofold purpose of HR. 641, is (1)
to ve an order of the Secretary of the
Interior canceling and deferring certain de-
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linquent irrigation charges and ties
amounting to $4,40458 and $10,356.03, re-
spectively, owed by non-Indian landowners
served by the Wapato Indian irrigation proj-
ect, Washington, and (2) to ellminate 78.12
acres of nonirrigable land from that project.

Enactment of this bill is needed to com-
plete the action taken with respect to the
Wapato project by the Secretary of the In-
terior under authority of the act of June
22, 1936 (40 Stat. 1803, 25 U.S.C., 389-389%e).
That act directed the Secretary “to deter-
mine whether the owners of non-Indian
lands under Indian frrigation projects * * *
are unable to pay irrigation charges” and,
if 80, to cancel or defer such charges, It
also authorized him to eliminate per-
manently nonirrigable land from the project.
SBection 6 of the same act, however, provides
that his actions under it should not be
finally effective until approved by act of
Congress, A summary of the Secretary’s
determinations is contained In the depart-
mental report appended hereto. His action
in this case is complementary to simllar ac-
tion already taken with respect to Indian-
owned land under the project and to the
provisions of the act of September 26, 1961
(756 Stat. 680), under which a final determi-
nation of the costs of the project and an
allocation of those costs to the lands served
by it were made.

cosr

H.R. 641 will require no Federal expendi-
ture. It will, however, cancel and defer pay-
ment of frrigation charges as heretofore
stated.

WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION
FOR THE NAVY OF CERTAIN PUB-
LIC LANDS

The bill (H.R. 4588) to provide for the
withdrawal and reservation for the De-
partment of the Navy at Mojave B Aerial
Gunnery Range, San Bernardino County,
Calif., and for other purposes was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. £64), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NEED

H.R. 4688 describes the Mojave B Aerial
Gunnery Range, which has been used by
the Department of the Navy since 1942 fol-
lowing issuance of a permit by the Depart-
ment of the Interior during the then existing
unlimited national emergency. Following
termination of the emergency period In 1952,
an application was made to the Department
of the Interior in 1853 for the withdrawal
and reservation of the area. Before the
withdrawal was completed, the act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1958 (72 Stat. 27), became effective.
It provides, among other things, that no
withdrawal of more than 5,000 acres for a
defense project or facility may be accom-
plished except by act of Congress.

During consideration of the bill, which
was submitted as part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1963, Navy
witnesses demonstrated to the committee’s
full satisfaction the military need for use
of the lands involved.

A House committee amendment limits the
proposed withdrawal to 10 years with option
to renew for an additional 5 years. Even
though the Navy currently foresees a per-
manent requirement for the Mojave B Aerial
Gunnery Range, the committee believes that
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the period of withdrawal should be limited
in order to assure periodic review of that
requirement at the higher levels of Govern-
ment. This assures administrative review
10 years from now, and a further review at
the end of 16 years. If the Navy then desires
to extend its use beyond this term, it will
have to request further legislative action,
thereby assuring congressional scrutiny of
the necessity of such continued use.
cosT

Enactment of HR. 45688 will cause no in-
crease In the budgetary requirements of the
executive departments at this time. It is
possible that, if present procedures are mod-
ified, additional funds may be required
when military use of the property ends in
order to eflect a desirable degree of decon-
tamination and dedu . The amount
likely to be required cannot be determined
at this time.

BIG FLAT UNIT OF MISSOULA VAL-
LEY PROJECT, MONTANA

The bill (8. 1637) to approve the Jan-
uary 1963 reclassification of land of the
Big Flat unit of the Missoula Valley
project, Montana, and to authorize the
modification of the repayment contract
with the Big Flat Irrigation District was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
tatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
negotiate and execute an amendatory con-
tract amending the existing repayment con-
tract between the United States and the Big
Flat Irrigation District dated April 2, 1945,
by reducing the construction charge obliga-
tion of the district in the amount of $7,190,
representing the unmatured charges as of
December 30, 1962, against one hundred and
sixty-four and three-tenths acres of Irri-
gable land presently classified as nonproduc-
tive. The reclassification of the lands of the
Big Flat unit of the Missoula Valley project,
Montana, dated January 1963, is hereby ap-
proved.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
'(J?T]i. 565), explaining the purposes of the

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

HISTORY

The Big Flat unit of the Missoula Valley
project was authorized by the President on
May 10, 1944, pursuant to the Water Con-
servation and Utilzation Act of August 11,
1939, as amended. The unit is located on the
west side of the Clark Fork River about 7
miles west of Missoula, Mont. Construction
of works was begun in 1945 by the Bureau of
Reclamation to develop a water supply for
900 acres of new land at a cost of $278,282.

PURPOSE

The proposed legislation would authorize
the Becretary of the Interlor to negotiate and
execute an amendatory contract with the
Big Flat Irrigation District. The amenda-
tory contract would reduce the construction
charge obligation of the district in the
amount of $7,100, which represents the un-
matured charges as of December 30, 1062,
against 164.3 acres of land which have been
classified as permanently nonproductive.
Also, it would approve the January 1963 re-
classification of lands of the Big Flat unit
which determined that this acreage was non-
productive.
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Enactment of the bill would authorize a
reduction in the total obligation of the dis-
triet from $41,343 to $34,153 or $7,180. The
remaining obligation of the district will be
rescheduled over the 31 years remaining in
the initial 40-year repayment period. It will
also enable the Big Flat Irrigation District to
become current in its payments, and it is
expected to remain current thereafter.

The committee recommends enactment of
5. 1687.

The bill will not require the expenditure of
any Federal funds.

CONTRACT NEGOTIATED WITH THE
NEWTON WATER USERS’ ASSOCIA-
TION, UTAH

The hill (8. 1584) to approve a con-
tract negotiated with the Newton Water
Users' Association, Utah, to authorize its
execution, and for other purposes was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
proposed contract designated “R.O. Draft
1/31/63; Rev. 3/12/63,” negotiated by the
Secretary of the Interior with the Newton
Water Users' Association, Utah, to extend
the perlod for repayment of the reimbursable
construction cost of the Newton project and
to establish a variable repayment schedule
is approved and the Secretary of the Interior
is hereby authorized to execute such con-
tract on behalf of the United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD € Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 566), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,

as follows:
PURPOSE

The bill would approve a contract hereto-
fore negotiated between the Department of
the Interior and the Newton Water Users'
Association of Utah. It would establish a
variable repayment schedule for the con-
struction charge allocated to Irrigation based
on $1.756 per acre-foot for the project water
actually delivered to the users.

Because of the continuing extreme water
shortage experienced on the project the
formula is expected to extend the existing
40-year repayment schedule an estimated
b or 6 years.

The repayment period will depend on the
availability of water. It could be more or
less than the estimate. The area has been
subject to a continuous dry cycle and the
users of the water from the Newton Dam
have not been able to get the amount of
water that was estimated to be delivered.
As a result, the farmers have not been able
to mature their crops and thus have not
been able to keep up the repayment sched-
ule.

COST

The bill will not require the expenditure

of any Federal funds. It will extend the
payout period for a short time.

DEFERMENT OF CERTAIN CHARGES
OF EDEN VALLEY IRRIGATION
AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT
The Senate proceeded to consider the

bill (8. 1299) fo defer certain operation

and maintenance charges of the Eden

Valley Irrigation and Drainage District,

which had been reported from the Com-
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mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with amendments, on page 1, line 5, after
the word “the”, to strike out “last one-
half of calendar year 1963 as shown in
the April 16, 1962, notices of 1963 water
charges” and insert “first one-half of
calendar year 1964 as shown in the May
17, 1963, notices of 1964 water charges”;
in line 11, after the word “to”, to strike
out “June 1, 1963” and insert “December
1, 1963"; and on page 2, line 5, after
the word “the”, to insert “last one-half
of”’; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Interlor is authorized and
directed to defer, without interest, the col-
lection of irrigation operation and mainte-
nance charges due for the first one-half of
calendar year 1964 as shown in the May 17,
1963, notices of 1964 water charges to the
Eden Valley Irrigation and Drainage Distriet:
Provided, That the Secretary and the district
enter into a contract prior to December 1,
1963, for the payment by the district of such
deferred charges during the sixty-year re-
payment period provided by the repayment
contract of June 8, 1950, with said district:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Interior is authorized to defer all or any
part of operation and maintenance charges
due for the last one-half of calendar year
1964, to the extent that he determines that
the water supply is inadequate to meet
project needs, such deferment without in-
terest, to be contingent upon the Secretary
and the district entering into a contract
prior to June 1, 1964, for the payment by the
distriet of such deferred charges over the re-
payment period provided by the repayment
contract herein referred to. Appropriations
heretofore or hereafter made for carrying on
the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation
shall be available for operation and mainte-
nance of the Eden project to the extent that
funds for operation and maintenance are de-
ferred hereunder and therefore are not ad-
vanced by the Eden Valley Irrigation and
Drainage District.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 567), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FPURFOSE

The Eden project in Sweetwater County,
Wyo., was approved for construction by the
President on September 18, 1940, under the
water conservation and utility provision of
the Interior Department Appropriation Act
of 1940 and reauthorized in 1949, The proj-
ect was completed in 1959.

The settlement of the Eden project coin-
cided with 4 consecutive years of near-
record low streamflows. Drought conditions
have imposed unreasonable hardships upon
the project farmers.

Increasing operation and maintenance
costs and lowered crop production, together
with an inadequate water supply have so
adversely affected the economic status of the
settlers that they are without funds to meet
their payments.

In an effort to seek a remedy to conditions
on this and other Wyoming projects the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Commit-
tee, suggested the appointment of a review
commission to study the situation in that
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State. The survey team was appointed and
has reported on several of the projects. It
is anticipated that further legislation will be
‘before the Congress that will furnish a per-
manent solution to the problems that face
these irrigation districts.

The bill will not require the expenditure
of any Federal funds.

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 2100) to continue certain
authority of the Secretary of Commerce
to suspend the provisions of section 27
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, with
respect to the transportation of lumber,
was announced as next in order.

4 Mtr MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. Presi-
ent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be passed over.

The bill (HLR. 75) to provide for ex-
ceptions to the rules of navigation in cer-
tain cases was announced as next in
order.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Over, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be passed over,

CHANGE OF NAME OF ANDREW
JOHNSON NATIONAL MONUMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 1243) to change the name of the
Andrew Johnson National Monument, to
add certain historic property thereto,
and for other purposes, which had been
reported from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, with amendments,
on page 2, line 12, after the word “east”,
to strike out “94.3" and insert “93.4"”; in
line 19, after the word “There”, to strike
out “are” and insert “is”; and in the
same line, after the word “appropri-
ated”, to strike out “such sums as are
necessary to carry out the purposes of
this Act” and insert “not to exceed $50,~
000 for acquisition of property under this
Act”; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Andrew Johnson National Monument estab-
lished by Proclamation Numbered 25564 of
April 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 1955), pursuant to
the Act of August 29, 1935 (49 Stat. 958),
is hereby redeslgnated the Andrew John-
son National Historlc Site.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interlor may
procure with donated or appropriated funds,
by donation, or by exchange the following
described lands, or interests therein, located
in Greeneville, Tennessee, and when so ac-
quired such lands shall become a part of
the Andrew Johnson National Historic Site:

Beginning at a point which is the inter-
section of the east right-of-way line of Col-
lege Street and the north right-of-way line
of Depot Street;

thence continuing along the morth right-
of-way line of Depot Street south 6214 de-
grees east 165 feet to its intersection with
the west side of Academy Street;

thence leaving the north right-of-way line
of Depot Street and continuing along the
west right-of-way of Academy Street north
38 degrees east 93.4 feet to a point;

thence leaving the west right-of-way of
Academy Street north 643; degrees west 184
feet to a point on the east right-of-way line
of College Street;

thence with the east right-of-way line of
College Street south 253; degrees west 83.7
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feet to the point of beginning, containing
0.35 acre, more or less.

Sec. 3. There is authorized to be appro-
priated not to exceed $50,000 for acquisition
of property under this Act.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 570), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BACKGROUND

The Andrew Johnson tailor shop at Greene-
ville, Tenn. was acquired, enclosed in a
larger brick structure and presented to the
United States by the State of Tennessee.
The tailor shop, where the former President
was taught to read and write by Mrs. John-
son while he was engaged at his work, was
designated, together with the cemetery in
which he is buried nearby, as the Andrew
Johnson National Monument and so estab-
lished by Proclamation No. 2554 of April 27,
1942, pursuant to an act of Congress signed
August 29, 1935.

The monument had 48,909 visitors in 1962,
Parking facilities are inadequate for present
attendance levels, and it is growing.

The Andrew Johnson home, located di-
rectly across the street from the tailor shop,
was built by the former President and oc-
cupied by him from 1838 to 1851 while he
was a member of the State senate and the
House of Representatives for four terms.

PURPOSE OF ACQUISITION

Acquisition of the Johnson home will not
only add a historic house to the Andrew
Johnson site but protect the present tailor
shop from potential undesirable adjacent
development and afford an opportunity to
provide more adequate parking facilities for
visitors. Additionally, the National Park
Service feels it would make possible a more
complete portrayal of President Johnson's
early life in Greeneville.

COST

Besides the approximate $50,000 acquisition
cost for the home, the Department of In-
terior estimates that restoration of the home
and development of the parking area will cost
approximately $10,000 and that annual main-
tenance and administration of the monu-
ment will increase $1,5600 a year.

CHANGE OF NAME

The bill changes the name of the Andrew
Johnson National Monument to the Andrew
Johnson National Historic Site in keeping
with a policy of giving uniform designations
to areas of llke character and national sig-
nificance which accurately portray to citizens
the true nature of the establishment.

HOT WIRE IS A-1 DEFROSTER

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
a year ago this month America’s greatest
cold war triumph came when Khru-
shehev turned tail and withdrew his of-
fensive missiles from Cuba. This vic-
tory was due to President Kennedy's
firm, determined, and unyielding action
toward Khrushchev and Castro, and to
the wholehearted support given him at
the time by all Americans.

Still another reason for our success
was the fact that throughout that crisis
our Government and that of the Soviet
Union were in constant communication
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as the world teetered on the verge of
nuclear war. One lesson we learned
from that experience is the importance
of maintaining readily accessible com-
munications between our President and
the leader of the Soviet Union.

To facilitate this, negotiations were
conducted for the establishment of a di-
rect telecommunications link, or so-
called “hot line,” between the Kremlin
and the White House. Despite months
of setbacks and discouragements, an
agreement was finally reached, and this
so-called “hot line” is presently in effect.
It enables our President to confer in-
formally and privately with Khrushchev
at any time, day or night, speedily, di-
rectly, and effectively. This marks a
new era in diplomacy.

Recent events have proven the wisdom
of this action and also the necessity for
improving communications between of-
ficials of the two Governments at lower
levels. It is reported that one reason for
the recent tense situation, when one of
our military convoys was halted for a
matter of hours on its way to West Ber-
lin, was the lack of swift communica-
tions between military commanders rep-
resenting the United States and our West
European allies in Germany and their
Soviet counterparts in East Berlin.

Alvin Silverman, chief of the Wash-
ington bureau of the Plain Dealer, one
of the great newspapers of our Nation,
discussed this problem on October 16 in
an excellent column entitled, “Hot Wire
Is A-1 Defroster.” Mr. Silverman points
out the fact that after receiving an oral
protest from Secretary of State Rusk,
the Soviet Ambassador to the United
States required the assistance of the
State Department in order to secure a
radio-telephone connection to Moscow
without delay.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article printed in the
REecorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Hor Wige Is A-1 DEFROSTER
(By Alvin Silverman)
WasHINGTON.—Just about a year ago the

world was on the verge of nuclear annihila-
tion.

Russian missiles were pointed at the
United States from Cuban emplacements.
This country demanded their immediate re-
moval and backed up its unmistakable words
with the establishment of a naval blockade
quarantine, The weapons were dismantled,
presumably shipped back to the Soviet
Union, along with some of their operators,
and the spine-chilling crisis passed.

Looking back on the incident, knowledge-
able observers are pretty much in agreement
that two factors mainly caused the sane set-
tlement.

One was the firmness of President Kennedy
and the undivided Nation that supported
him. The other, less publicized and perhaps
still not recognized for its importance, was
that the Governments of the United States
and the Soviet Union did not break off rela-
tions but, instead, kept in close contact with
each other throughout the crisis,

From the American and Soviet leaders’
realization of how very close calamity had
been came to a decision to set up a system
that would allow the U.S. President and the
Soviet chief to communicate almost in-
stantly.

October 21

It took some time to work out the highly
complicated procedure but there now is a
so-called hot wire between the White House
and the Kremlin.

And it's a lucky thing there is.

Omne of the main causes of the tense situa-
tion that developed last week on the Berlin
autobahn was communications failures on
the local level.

Western military commanders in Germany
had some difficulty reaching their Soviet
counterparts.

As a matter of fact, after recelving an
oral protest from Secretary of State Dean
Rusk, the Soviet Ambassador to the United
States, Anatoly F. Dobrynin, needed the
asslstance of the State Department to get a
radio-telephone connection to Moscow.

The Berlin blockade of the American mili-
tary convoy demonstrated agaln how inflam-
mable the deadlock there between the
United States and the U.S.5.R. stlll is.

A number of reasons have been offered
to explain why the Russians, at a time they
seemingly were seeking a thaw in the cold
war, would let a misunderstanding between
local military commanders develop to such
a serious point.

Omne is that the Soviets wished to empha-
size that they have not changed their tough
attitude In respect to West Germany and
Berlin.

Another is that the Soviets were probing
to see If the United States might be a little
softer now that there is a prospect for peace
talks. If there is to be what the diplomats
call a detente, how *“detentish” is America
today?

Still another is that the situation got out
of hand.

Whatever the real reason, officlal Wash-
ington and, undoubtedly, officlal Moscow,
too, now are taking a close, quiet look at
how communications on the lower levels can
be improved, along the lines of the hot wire.

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT KENNEDY
AT UNIVERSITY OF MAINE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on
Saturday, October 19, 1963, the State of
Maine was honored by a visit by the
President of the United States. He spoke
at a special convocation at the University
of Maine and made an aerial inspection
of the Passamaquoddy Bay area, site of
the proposed tidal power project.

Citizens of Maine from all walks of life
and from both political parties greeted
the President enthusiastically. He was
accompanied on the trip to Maine by my
senior colleague [Mrs. SmiTr], by the
Congressman from the First District of
Maine [Mr. Tuprper]l, and by me. He
was greeted in Maine by Governor Reed
and the Representative from the Second
District of Maine [Mr, McINTIRE],

The President honored Maine with his
presence and with a major address on
foreign policy. It is a speech which has
received thoughtful and favorable edi-
torial comment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
President’s address at the University of
Maine, two articles from the Portland,
Maine, Sunday Telegram, and an edi-
torial from the Washington Post and
Times Herald be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the address,
articles, and an editorial were ordered to
be printed in the REcorp, as follows:
ApDRESS BY PRESIDENT JoHN F. KENNEDY,

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE, OCTOBER 19, 1963

In the year 1715, King George I of Eng-
land donated a valuable library to Cam-
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bridge University—and, at very nearly the
same time, had occasion to dispatch a regi-
ment to Oxford. The King, remarked one
famous wit, had judiciously observed the
condition of both his universities—one was
a learned body in need of loyalty and the
other was a loyal body in need of learning.

Today some observers may feel that very
little has changed in two centuries and &
half, We are asking the Congress for funds
to assist our college libraries, including those
in Cambridge, Mass.; and it was regrettably
necessary on one occasion to send troops to
the campus at Oxford, Miss. And, more
generally speaking, critics of our modern
universities have often accused them of pro-
ducing either too little loyalty or too little
learning. But I cannot agree with either
charge. I am convinced that our universi-
ties are an invaluable national asset which
must be conserved and expanded. I am
deeply honored by the degree you have
awarded me today—and I think it is ap-
propriate that I speak at this university,
noted for both loyalty and learning, on the
need for a more exact understanding of the
true correlation of forces in the conduct of
foreign affairs,

One year ago, this coming week, the
United States and the world were gripped
with the somber prospect of a military con-
frontation between two great nuclear pow-
ers. The American people have good rea-
son to recall with pride their conduct
throughout that harrowing week. For they
neither dissolved in frightened panic nor
rushed headlong into reckless belligerence.
Well aware of the risks of resistance, they
nevertheless refused to tolerate the Soviets’
attempt to place nuclear weapons in this
hemisphere—but recognized at the same
time that our preparations for the use of force
necessarily required a simultaneous search
for fair and peaceful solutions.

The extraordinary events of that week and
the weeks that followed are now history—a
history which is differently interpreted, dif-
ferently recounted and differently labeled
among various observers and nations. Some
hail it as the West's greatest victory, others
as a bitter defeat. Some mark it as a turn-
ing point in the cold war, others as proof
of its permanence. Some attribute the So-
viet withdrawal of missiles to our military
actions alone, while some credit solely our
use of negotiations. Some view the entire
episode as an example of Communist du-
plicity, 'while some others abroad have ac-
cepted the assertion that it indicated the
Soviets' peaceful intentions.

‘While only the of time and events
can reveal in full the true perspective of last
October's drama, it is already clear that no
single, simple view of this kind can be wholly
accurate in this case.

While both caution and commonsense
proscribe our boasting of it in the tradi-
tional terms of unconditional military vie-
tory, only the most zealous partisan can
attempt to call it a defeat. While it is too
late to say that nothing has changed in
Soviet-American relations, it is too early
to assume that the change is permanent.
There are new rays of hope on the horizon—
but we still live in the shadow of war.

Let us examine the events of 12 months
ago, therefore—and the events of the past
12 months—and the events of the next 12
months—in a context of calm and caution.

It is clear that there will be further dis-
agreements between ourselves and the So-
viets as well as further agreements. There
will be setbacks in our Nation's endeavors
on behalf of freedom as well as successes.
For a pause in the cold war is not a lasting
peace—and a detente does not equal dis-
armament. The United States must con-
tinue to seek a relaxation of tensions—but
we have no cause to relax our vigilance.

A year ago it would have been easy to
assume that all-out war was Inevitable—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that any agreement with the Soviets was
impossible—and that an unlimited arms
race was unavoldable.

Today it is equally easy for some to assume
that the cold war is over—that all outstand-
ing issues between the Soviets and ourselves
can be quickly and satisfactorily settled—
and that we shall now have, in the words of
the psalmist, an “abundance of peace so long
as the moon endureth.”

The fact of the matter is, of course, that
neither view is correct. We have, it is true,
made some progress on a long journey. We
have achleved new opportunities which we
cannot afford to waste. We have concluded
with the Soviets a few limited, enforcible
agreements or arrangements of mutual bene-
fit to both sides and the world.

But a change in atmosphere and empha-
sls is mot a reversal of +  Mr,
EKhrushchev himself has sald there can be
no coexistence in the field of ideclogy. In
addition, there are still major areas of ten-
sion and conflict, from Berlin to Cuba to
southeast Asia. The United States and the
Soviet Union still have wholly different con-
cepts of the world, its freedom and its fu-
ture. We still have wholly different views
on go-called wars of Iliberation and the
use of subversion. And so long as these
basic differences continue, they cannot and
should not be concealed; they set limits to
the possibilities of agreement; and they will
give rise to further crises, large and small,
in the months and years ahead, both in areas
of direct confrontation—such as Germany
and the Caribbean—and in areas where
events beyond our control could involve us
both—areas such as Africa, Asia, and the
Middle East.

In times such as these, therefore, there is
nothing inconsistent about signing an at-
mospheric nuclear test ban, on the one hand,
and testing underground on the other;
about being willing to sell to the Soviets
our surplus wheat while refusing to sell
strategic items; about probing their interest
in a joint lunar landing, while making a
major effort to master this new environ-
ment; or about exploring the possibilities of
disarmament while maintaining our stock-
pile of armaments. For all of these moves,
and all other elements of American and
allied policy toward the Soviet Union, are
directed at a single, comprehensive goal—
namely, convincing the Soviet leaders that
it is dangerous for them to engage in di-
rect or indirect aggression, futile for them
to attempt to impose their will and their
system on other unwilling peoples, and
beneficial to them, as well as all the world,
to join in the achievement of a genuine and
enforcible peace,

While the road to that peace is long and
hard, and full of traps and pitfalls, that is
no reason not to take each step we can safe-
ly take. It is in our national self-interest
to ban nuclear testing in the atmosphere
so that all our citizens can breathe easier.

It is in our national self-interest to sell
surplus wheat in storage to feed Russians
and Eastern Europeans who are willing to
divert large portions of their limited foreign
exchange reserves away from the implements
of war. It is in our national self-interest
to keep weapons of mass destruction out of
outer space—to maintain an emergency
communications link with Moscow—and to
substitute joint and peaceful exploration
for cold war exploitation in the Antarctic
and in outer space.

No one of these small advances, nor all
of them taken together, can be interpreted
as meaning that the Soviets are abandoning
their baslc alms and ambitions.

Nor should any future, less friendly So-
viet action—whether it is a stoppage on
the autobahn, or a veto in the U.N., or a
spy in our midst, or new trouble elsewhere—
cause us to regret the steps we have taken.
Even if those steps themselves should be
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undone—by the violation or renunciation
of the test ban treaty, for example, or by
a decision to decline American wheat—there
would still be no reason to regret the fact
that this Nation had made every reasonable
effort to improve relations.

For without our making such an effort,
we could not maintain the leadership and
respect of the free world. Without our mak-
ing such an effort, we could not convince
our adversaries that war was not in their
interest. And without our making such an
effort, we could never, in case of war, satisfy
our own hearts and minds that we had done
all that could be done to avold that holocaust
of endless death and destruction.

Historians report that in 1914, with most of
the world already plunged in war, Prince
Bulow, the former German chancellor, said
to the then Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg:
“How did it all happen?” And Bethmann-
Hollweg replied: “Ah, if only one knew.” My
fellow Americans, if this planet is ever rav-
aged by nuclear war—if 300 million Ameri-
cans, Russians, and Europeans are wiped out

a 60-minute nuclear exchange—if the
pitiable survivors of that devastation can
then endure the ensuing fire, poison, chaos,
and catastrophe—I do not want one of those
survivors to ask another “How did it all hap~
pen?”; and to receive the incredible reply:
“Ah, if only one knew."

Therefore, while maintaining our readiness
for war, let us exhaust every avenue of peace.
Let us always make clear both our willing-
ness to talk, if talk will help, and our readi-
ness to fight, if fight we must. Let us resolve
to be the masters, not the victims, of history,
controlling our own destiny without giving
way to blind suspiclons and emotions. Let us
distinguish between our hopes and our illu-
slons, always hoping for steady progress to-
ward less critically rous relations with
the Soviets but never laboring under any
fllusions about Communist methods and
goals.

Let us recognize both the gains we have
made down the road to peace and the great
distances yet to be covered. Let us not waste
the present pause by either a needless re-
newal of tensions or a needless relaxation of
vigilance.

And let us recognize that we have made
these gains and achieved this pause by the
firmness we displayed a year ago as well as
our restraint—by our efforts for defense
over the last 2 years as well as our efforts
for peace.

In short, when we think of peace in this
country, let us think of both our capacity
to deter aggression and our goal of true dis-
armament. Let us think of both the
strength of our Western alliances and the
areas of East-West cooperation,

For the American eagle on the presidential
seal holds in his talons both the olive branch
of peace and the arrows of military might.

On the ceiling of my office, constructed
many years ago, that eagle is facing the ar-
rows of war on its left. But on the newer
carpet, reflecting a change initiated by Pres-
ident Roosevelt and implemented by Presi-
dent Truman immediately after the war,
that eagle is facing the olive branch of
peace. I can assure you today the eagle con-
tinues to loock to the olive branch of peace.
And 1t is in that spirit—the spirlt of both
preparedness and peace—that this Nation to-
day is stronger than ever before—strength-
ened by both the increased power of our de-
fenses and our increased efforts for peace—
strengthened by both our resolve to resist
coercion and our constant search for solu-
tions. And in the months and years ahead,
we intend to build both kinds of strength—
during times of detente as well as tension,
during perlods of conflict as well as co-
operation—until the world we pass on to
our children is truly safe for diversity and
the rule of law covers all,
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[From the Portland (Maine) Sunday Tele-
gram, Oct. 20, 1963]

J.F.K. SPEAES AT UNIVERSITY OF MAINE—PEACE
HoreEs BRIGHTER, KENNEDY SAYS—CRISES,
SETBACKS AHEAD, HOWEVER, PRESIDENT
WARNS

(By Donald C. Hansen)

OronNo—President John P. Kennedy,
squinting into a bright autumn sun, told a
University of Maine audience of 15,000 per-
sons Saturday that there are new rays of
hope on the horizon in the area of world

ace.

The President, here on a quick fiying trip
to recelve an honorary degree of doctor of
laws, took the occasion to deliver an assess-
ment of U.S. foreign policy during the ad-
ministration,

INTERESTED IN MAN

But the shirt-sleeve, basically collegiate
audience appeared less interested in the
speech itself than in the man who was de-
livering it—the 35th President of the United
States.

A mighty roar came from the record-
breaking crowd as the President stepped from
his helicopter at the edge of Alumni Field
and strode smiling to the center of the field
with University of Maine President Lloyd H.
Elliott.

The audience again roared its appreciation
and delight when Kennedy, following his
address, stopped en route back to the heli-
copter to shake hands with several college
students.

The President’s visit was no disappoint-
ment to the crowd that jammed Alumni
Fileld to catch a glimpse of the Chief Execu-
tive,

Kennedy broke into a broad grin when Dr.
Elliott, in conferring the honorary degree,
stipulated that with it went the requirement
that “henceforth, wherever you may travel
around the world, and in whatever circles
you may find yourself—in stately halls with
titled diplomats or in the playroom with
Caroline and John—it will be your solemn
obligation to stand and sing whenever you
hear the Maine stein song.”

Then as the convocation closed with the
singing of the “Stein Song,” the President did
his best, but it was obvious he was not as
familiar with the words as others on the
platform.

It couldn't have been a better day for the
President’s quick visit. The temperature
hung in the mideighties, in sharp contrast to
the foggy weekend he spent in Maine last
summer sailing off Boothbay Harbor.

SEVERAL FAINT

An estimated 10,000 persons filled the foot-
ball fleld’s bleacher seats and another 5,000
were jammed 20 deep behind a low retaining
fence at the south end of the field. Several
persons fainted from the human crush and
the heat and were treated at mobile univer-
sity infirmaries.

The university visit was brief. Shortly
after 11 a.m., three helicopters carrying the
President and his party from Dow Air Force
Base, Bangor, circled the field and set down
behind the football scoreboard at the north
end of the field.

By noon, the President was belng airborne
back to Dow and the presidential jet which
carried him over Passamaquoddy Bay and on
to Boston for a fundraising dinner Saturday
night.

The gates to Alumni Field opened at 0 a.m.
Saturday and by 9:30 the homecoming week-
end crowd had filled it. Additional bleach-
ers on the west side of the field could not be
used for security reasons, because they were
behind the President as he spoke.

With the President was the entire Maine
congressional delegation, who flew from Dow
to the Maine campus with him. Gov. John
H. Reed greeted the President when he
landed at the field and officially welcomed
him to the State.
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APPLAUDS SOLONS

U.S. Alr Force buses brought about 40
Washington correspondents that accom-
panied the President from Washington Sat-
urday morning from Dow to the campus,

Causing almost as much of a stir as the
President was May Craig, Washington corre-
spondent for the Guy Garret Publishing Co.,
who accompanied the President from Dow
to the campus by helicopter.

The chipper Mrs. Craig, wearing a bright
red distinctive hat, was immediately recog-
nized by the crowd as she alighted from the
helicopter.

The crowd also applauded lustily as the
Maine congressional delegation on the plat-
form was introduced by Dr. Elliott. An es-
pecially enthusiastic roar went up when
Democratic U.S. Senator EpMUND S. MUSKIE
was introduced. Hearty applause also went
to U.S. Senator MARGARET CHASE SmITH and
U.S. Representatives CrLiFrorD G. MCINTIRE
and STANLEY R. TUPPER,

The President delivered his address after
Reed extended the State's welcome and the
Maine congressional delegation was intro-
duced.

He defended the Natlon’s foreign policy
during the past few years, an area where
U.S. Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, considered a
prime Republican presidential nominee, has
been extremely critieal recently.

Eennedy, attired in academic cap and
gown as were the other platform guests,
didn't mention GoLpwATER either directly or
indirectly. He stuck to foreign policy ex-
clusively and saved his political speech for
the Boston dinner.

Although the President said there were
some hopeful signs leading in the direction
of a permanent peace, he added that basic
American-Soviet differences “will give rise to
further crises, large and small, in the months
and years ahead.”

“There will be setbacks,” Kennedy saild,
“in our Nations's endeavors on behalf of free-
dom as well as successes. For a pause in
the cold war is not lasting peace—and a
detente does not equal disarmament. The
United States must continue to seek a re-
laxation of tenslons—but we have no cause
to relax our vigilance."

Eennedy sald the United States must con-
tinue to attempt to convince the Soviet
leaders “that it is dangerous for them to
engage in direct or indirect aggression, futile
for them to attempt to impose their will and
their system on other unwilling peoples and
beneficial to them, as well as all of the world,
to join In the achievement of a genuine and
enforcible peace.”

NO REGRETS

The President said that “any future, less
friendly Soviet action—whether it is a stop-
page on the autobahn, or a veto at the U.N.”
should not “cause us to regret the steps we
have taken.”

“Let us recognize,” the President said,
both the gains we have made down the road
to peace and the great distances yet to be
covered.”

Then, as Dr. Elliott read the citation and
conferred the degree, the academic hood was
placed over the President’s shoulders by Dr.
H. Austin Peck, vice president for academic
affairs and U, of M. Registrar George Crosby.

Dr. Lawrence M. Cutler, Bangor, president
of the university’s board of trustees, pre-
sented the President with the degree.

Before he left the platform, which was
installed on the field’s 50-yard stripe, the
Presldent was introduced to university
trustees and faculty officials. Then he
strode back down the cinder track that rings
the football field and returned to Dow in
his helicopter.

Dr. Elliott told the President that he was
receiving the honorary degree “in recogni-
tion of what you are: the President of all the
people of this land—the weak and the strong,
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the white and the colored, the rural and the
urban, the rich and the poor, the young and
the old.

“And as you carry the lonely burdens of
your high office we in Maine shall bear a
very special affinity for you, John Fitzgerald
Kennedy, whose name shall forever be borne
upon the rolls of this university.”

The President again smiled broadly when
Dr. Elliott humorously noted “that your mail
will now include announcements of new
academic offerings, programs aimed at im-
proving physical fitness and pleas for fi-
nancial help.”

All members of Maine's congressional dele-
gation except McINTIRE returned to Dow by
helicopter with the President. McINTIRE, a
university graduate, stayed behind to parti-
cipate in homecoming activities.

MEETS PARTY HEADS

At Dow, the President had a brief recep-
tion with Maine Democratic Party leaders,
including State Chairman William D. Hatha-
way, National Committeeman Richard D.
Dubord and National Committeewoman
Gloria Latno.

Republican Governor Reed told the Presi-
dent that he was pleased that Kennedy could
visit “the university where I was graduated
and received the doctor of laws, which I also
proudly hold.”

Reed added that he was happy the Presi-
dent could also visit the Passamaquoddy area
“that the people of Maine are so pleased you
endorse.”

While the overflow crowd was walting for
the President to arrive, they were entertained
by high school bands from Bangor, Milli-
nocket, Old Town, Guilford and Hermon.
The 80-member University of Maine band
played “Hail to the Chief,” as the President
walked to the platform, later the national
anthem and finally the “Maine Stein Song.”

[From the Portland (Maine) Sunday
Telegram, Oct. 20, 1963]

PRESIDENT GETS AR VIEW OF QuUobpy PROJECT
S1TE
(By May Craig)

Bosron.—President Kennedy flew over the
proposed Passamaquoddy tidal power project
area Saturday after delivering a major for-
eign policy speech at the University of Maine.

Col. Robert C. Marshall, assistant director
of the Civil Workers Office of the Corps of
Army Engineers, pointed out the proposed
dams and other project site works for the
two-pool Quoddy tide-trap, while Senators
Epmunp S, Muskie and MARGARET CHASE
Smrr briefed the President on the history
and prospects for the project.

Members of Maine's congressional repre-
sentation accompanied the President on the
Quoddy tour in his jet plane. The trip took
an hour and 15 minutes—from the time his
plane took off from Dow Air Force Base,
Bangor, to the time it landed at Logan Air-
port, Boston.

The President's plane also flew over Canada
to view parts of the St. John Valley area
which is included in the proposed tidal
power project.

Senator SmrTH, a member of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, had the plane fly
over the Cutler Naval Communications Sta-
tion.

The President, having been in the Navy
during World War II, was especially inter-
ested in this unique and highly secret in-
stallation with its forest of tall communica-
tion spires. Senator SmrrH is also on the de-
fense subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee and 1is iIntimately acquainted
with defense installations.

The President asked the plane's pilot to fly
over Campobello Island where the old Roo-
sevelt home is located. The home is slated
to become a United States-Canadian me-
morial,
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- The plane also flew over Herring Bay where
Roosevelt used to swim and where he
“caught his death” by standing around cold
and wet after swimming with his sons, which
led to the polio which crippled him.

The President's plane touched Logan Air-
port at 1:16 p.m. After checking in at the
hotel, the President attended the Harvard-
Columbia game In Boston.

The ball game at his alma mater was not
on his announced program and he made the
Quoddy trip fast and high in his jet to touch
down at Logan 15 minutes earlier than his
schedule called for.

Saturday night, the President attended a
jam-packed reception at Sheraton-Plaza Ho-
tel and then spoke to a large cheering crowd
at the Commonwealth Armory after a dinner
there estimated to sweeten the Democratic
campaign treasury by at least $500,000 after
expenses.

His brothers, the Attorney General and
Senator Epwarp KENNEDY accompanied him
on the Boston trip, attending the ball game,
the reception and the dinner and speech-
making afterwards.

The President plans to go to Hyannis Port
Sunday for a visit with his alling father,
and to leave for Washington Sunday
after dinner, though he may stay the night
and return to Washington Monday morning.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 21, 1963]
ForereNw Poricy PoULTICE

The American public, last week, had a
poultice put to one of its recurring ailments.
This ailment involves an excessive passion
for clear-cut alternative courses, a propen-
sity for instant and final solutions, a vestigial
taint of a manic-depressive phychosis causing
a fluctuation of public temper from wild
despair to extravagant hope.

The President supplied the exhortation in
his address on foreign affairs at Orono, Maine.
Events in Berlin and Scotland supplied the
rest of the compress. It is to be hoped that
the application will relieve the symptoms for
a while even though it is too much to expect
that it will entirely destroy the infection.
It is too deep seated for that.

The University of Maine address presented
an admirable balance. It skillfully set forth
in juxtaposition the reasonable grounds for
gratification and the stubborn occasion for
anxiety. It trled to get the public to keep
in mind the test ban treaty, the bomb-in-
outer-space accord and the wheat shipments
without forgetting the ecrisis in Berlin, the
Soviet troops in Cuba and the unrelenting
hostility of communism to the free world.
It is only if these balancing considerations
are simultaneously viewed that a coherent
notion of our predicament can emerge,

Our policy, as the President sees it, must
persuade the Soviet leaders that it is “danger-
ous for them to engage in direct or indirect
aggression, futile for them to attempt to im-
pose their will and their system on other un-
willing peoples, and beneficial to them, as
well as to the world, to join in the achieve-
ment of a genuine and enforceable peace.”
Such a policy requires an extraordinary
subtlety in the conduct of foreign affairs. A
government embarked upon such a policy
may threaten one day, conciliate the next and
do both on a third day. This will seem
contradictory and confused to critics, espe-
cially to critics who wish things to be simple,
uncomplicated and straightforward.

The Soviet Union, fortunately, gave the
President a lot of help in his efforts to pro-
duce a balanced view. American convoys
were interrupted at Berlin. British convoys
also were stopped. Then Mr. Gromyko, stop-
ping at Prestwick on the way home, gave a
rude blast on the progress of the disar-
mament talks.

Thanks to the double-action poultice, it
should be possible, for a while, to maintain
a sounder outlook on world affairs. The
basic tensions between the Soviet Union and
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the United States arise out of profoundly
differing concepts of the organization of the
world. As long as these differing concepts
persist, trouble spots such as Berlin and Cuba
will remain a constant threat to peace and
safety. Somehow we must try to conduct
our own policies so that these irreconcilable
differences can be diminished over the years
and the decades, without the calamity and
catastrophe of thermonuclear war. We live,
and our children and our grandchildren no
doubt will have to live, in a time of pre-
carious peace. It is not good, but it is better
than war,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
would like to join with the Senator from
Maine [Mr. MuskiE] in calling attention
to the President’s excellent speech de-
livered on Saturday at the University of
Maine, in which he reviews the record of
our foreign relations over the past year.
In reviewing the record since the Cuban
crisis of last October, President Kennedy
displays both the conciliatory approach
to East-West relations taken in his
American University speech and the firm-
ness shown by his action in the Cuban
crisis.

He concludes his evaluation of an
eventful year that included the Cuban
crisis and the test ban agreement with
the following statement:

Let us recognize both the gains we have
made down the road to peace and the great
distances yet to be covered, Let us not waste
the present pause by either a needless re-
newal of tensions or a needless relaxation
of vigilance. And let us recognize that we
have made these gains and achleved this
pause by the firmness we displayed a year
ago as well as our restraint—by our efforts
of defense over the last 2 years as well as our
efforts for peace.

This I submit as an excellent guide to
our relations with the Soviet bloc in the
year ahead as well as in the year that
just passed. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time for
consideration of morning business has
expired.

ASSISTANCE TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER LEARNING

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6143) to authorize as-
sistance to public and other nonprofit
institutions of higher education in fi-
nancing the instruction, rehabilitation
or improvement of needed academic and
related facilities in undergraduate and
graduate institutions,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum and that the
time necessary for the call of the roll
not be charged to either side.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxmIRE in the chair), Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

May I have the attention of the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KeaTiNG]?
It is my understanding that the Sena-
tor from New York intends to offer an
amendment that can be characterized as
a tax-deduction amendment. Would
that be a fair characterization?

Mr. KEATING. I think it would.

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator knows,
in my work in the Senate, when I have
the responsibility for handling a bill, I
consider it my duty to advise Senators
whose position I oppose, as well as those
who support my position, what my policy
or procedure is to be.

I want the Senator to know, before I
discuss the substantive nature of it, that
when his amendment is called up, I in-
tend to raise two points of order against
it. I shall raise a point of order against
it because it is not germane under the
unanimous-consent agreement, and I
shall raise a point of order that it is
really a revenue measure which should
originate in the House of Representa-
tives, and not in the Senate. So I think
I should serve notice that I intend to
raise those points of order. However, I
have no objection to the Senator’s offer-
ing the amendment or discussing it, be-
cause I know how sincere he is in offer-
ing the substance of the amendment, but
I thought he ought to know what the
position of the Senator in charge of this
bill will be.

Mr. EKEATING. Mr. President, I
appreciate the Senator’s remarks. I
recognize his responsibility as the Sen-
ator in charge of the bill. His point
comes as no surprise to the Senator from
New York. The Senator from Oregon is
a good lawyer.

I should like to discuss the amendment.
It may not become necessary for the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon to press
his point.

Mr. President, I call up my amendment
numbered 222.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York to the committee substitute
will be stated.

The LecistaTive CrLErx. It is pro-
posed, at the end of the bill, to insert the
following new title:

TITLE IV—INCOME TAX DEDUCTION FOR TUITION
AND FEES PAID TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION

Allowance of deduction

Sec. 401, (a) Part VII of subchapter B of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to additional itemized dedue-
tions for individuals) is amended by re-
numbering section 217 as 218, and by insert-
mg after section 216 the followlng new sec-
tion:

“Sec 217. TUITION AND FEES PAID TO INSTITU-

TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

“(a) ALLOWANCE oF DebucTiON.—In the
case of an individual, there shall be allowed
as a deduction amounts pald by the tax-
payer during the taxable year to an institu-
tion of higher education for tuition and fees
for the attendance of the taxpayer, his

spouse, or a dependent at such institution
of higher education, but only to the extent
the amounts so pald exceed 6 percent of the
taxpayer's adjusted gross income for the tax-
able year.

“(b) LIMITATION WITH RESPECT TO
Srouse.~Deduction shall be allowed under
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subsection (a) for amounts paid during the
taxable year for tultion and fees for the
spouse of the taxpayer only If—

“(1) the taxpayer is ent.ltled to an ex-
emption for his spouse under section 151(b)
for the taxable year, or

“(2) the taxpayer files a joint return with
his spouse under section 6013 for the tax-
able year,

“(c) REDUCTION POR CERTAIN SCHOLARSHIPS
AND FELLOWSHIPS—Amounts paid for tuition
and fees with respect to any individual
which (but for this subsection) would be
taken into account under subsection (a)
shall, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate, be reduced by any
amounts recelved by or for such individual
during the taxable year as a scholarship or
fellowship grant (within the meaning of
egection 11T7(a) (1)) which under section 117
is not includible in gross income.

“(d) DeFmNITIONS.—For purposes of this
section—

“(1) DEPENDENT.—The term ‘dependent’
has the meaning assigned it by section 152
{a).
“(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—
The term ‘institution of higher education’
has the meaning assigned to it by section
301(a) of the College Academic Facilities
Act.

“(e) TraDE or BUsINESS ExPENSES.—Sub-
gection (a) shall not apply to any amount
paid which is allowable as a deduction un-
der section 162 (relating to trade or business
expenses).”

(b) The table of sections for such part is
amended by striking out:

“Sec.217. Cross references.”

and inserting in lieu thereof

“Sec. 217. Tultion and fees paid to institu-
tlons of higher education.

“Sec. 218. Cross references.”

Effective date
Sec. 402, The amendments made by egectlon

401 shall apply to taxzable years beginning
after December 31, 1963,

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, is
there a time limitation in effect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has 45 minutes
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

Mr. KEATING. I yield myself 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, my
amendment to the College Academic
Facilities Act would permit a taxpayer
to deduct fees and tuition paid to all
institutions of higher education to the
extent that they exceed 5 pereent of the
taxpayer’'s adjusted gross income.

Over a period of some time I have
sponsored legislation for a deduction by
parents or others for tuition paid to any
school.

In order to meef the question of ger-
maneness, this amendment applies only
to higher education.

Second, as I shall point out, the
amendment is modified in order to meet
certain conditions which have been
raised by the Treasury Department and
others.

Fees and tuition, of course, refer only
to academic fees and do not include
room and board. The meaning of in-
stitution of higher education is defined
elsewhere within the act. This deduc-
tion would be permissible for part-time
or full-time students, and would not
hinge upon the student’s intent to re-
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ceive a bachelor of arts or bachelor of
science or other degree, but would in-
clude any study at an institution of
higher education.

The purpose of this amendment, which
I originally introduced in a somewhat
different form several years ago, is to
provide a measure of relief and assist-
ance to families with one or more de-
pendents who are pursuing their educa-
tion beyond the high school level. Let
me make very clear that it is offered, not
as a substitute for this measure, or a
substitute for an increase in funds for
NDEA loans, or a substitute for other
types of Federal grant or loan assistance
in the field of education. That is not the
case. But it would be a very valuable sup-
plement, especially for families of mod-
est income.

I strongly support the student loan
program, which is one of the most effec-
tive forms of Federal aid, as well as the
fellowships offered for advanced educa-
tion by a number of Government agen-
cies. I also support and have voted for
measures to assist the colleges them-
selves in providing for more students
without prohibitively high charges.

This amendment is not a substitute
for any of those endeavors—quite the
contrary. It is an effort to widen the
scope of interest and encouragement to-
ward higher education by making avail-
able to families of modest income and
to families of students who may not
quite qualify for scolarships or loans
an additional assistance or impetus to
prepare themselves more thoroughly for
life ahead.

Education—to the highest extent of
each individual's natural eapacity—is
beyond any doubt strongly in the na-
tional interest. For this reason, the
taxpayer is asked to subsidize higher
education in a number of different ways,
including not only the tax-free status
of all educational institutions them-
selves, but also through his support for
Federal programs that assist both col-
leges and those who seek to attend them.
Yet, for the individual taxpayer in the
modest income brackets, the taxpayer
who pays the bulk of our Federal taxes,
not only is there often no direct assist-
ance, but also there is the added burden
of years and years of increasingly heavy
college education fees. As the situation
now stands, this type of taxpayer gets
no recognition whatsoever for his sup-
port of education, while being taxed to
subsidize it for others.

The irony of this taxpayer's position
is marked. If he makes a contribution
to an educational institution so that
others may be educated, it is deductible
from his taxes, but if he pays fees and
tuition so that his own child may be
educated, that is not deductible. If he
incurs a business expense, aimed at en-
hanecing the economic status cf his busi-
ness, that is deductible, but the expense
he incurs to increase the economic use-
fulness of his children in years to come,
that is not deductible. If he invests in
new equipment to meet the changing
demands of technology, that can be
prompily amorfized through deprecia-
tion; but if he invests in new training
for himself or dependents to meet the
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intellectual demands of new iechnology,
that is not deductible.

In short, despite the increasing public
awareness of the importance and ulti-
mate economic return of a good educa-
tion, there is no provision now within
the tax laws, or within the proposals
before us to facilitate the modest income
taxpayer in pursuing this goal.

This charge may be denied in some
quarters, and I know that even among
those who favor upgrading the place of
education in our society, there are some
doubts as to the cffectiveness of relief
through tax deductions. But I believe
there are answers to the arguments
raised against this approach, answers
that outweigh the objections.

It is said, for instance, that tax deduc-
tions for education are an expensive way
to aid education, for most of those using
it would send their children to college
anyway.

I have talked to many families,
troubled by the expenses of education,
and I can certainly say that this is a
No. 1 problem of parents of young-
sters in high school. It is by no
means certain that all of these young-
sters will get to college, or complete it
despite the determination of their
parents, for the fact is that the sums
required can range up to nearly $3,000
a year, a very real burden on nearly any
family.

Furthermore, although the granting of
this deducfion may go to certain families
who might educate their children even
without it, this system does not require
a costly Federal administrative structure,
and thus there is a sizable saving in-
volved also. Moreover, programs for
Federal loans and grants inevitably in-
volve an increasing degree of Federal
oversight. There is also the problem of
congressional renewal of programs and
appropriation of sufficient funds in time
to meet the demand. After last year’s
unfortunate experience with higher
education legislation—in which no law
emerged although both Houses of Con-
gress had approved bills—no responsible
parent can rely on Federal programs to
the exclusion of planning on his own
part.

The fact is, tax deduction is not the
only solution, any more than grants are,
or loans, or the building of new facili-
ties for our colleges. But it can be an
important way, so far neglected, to facil-
itate higher education for—not thou-
sands—but millions of our citizens.

Tax deductions, loans, and fellowships
together represent an all-out effort to
make higher education more accessible
and to upgrade its importance in our
society. The direct and easiest method,
which will have the greatest immediate
impact, is by permitting a tax deduction.

Although I am not wedded to any one
particular set of figures, or requirements
for such a deduction, I do feel that this
amendment meets one of the objections
that has consistently been raised by the
Treasury Department to such bills;
namely, that those in the higher income
brackets benefit most. My amendment,
which is partially based upon the ration-
ale of an early proposal of this admin-
istration, would allow a taxpayer to de-
duct fees and tuition that exceed 5
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pereent of his taxable income. In other
words, if the income is $5,000, the de-
duction could be made for all fees over
$250. If the income is $20,000, the de-
duction could not be made until educa-
tional fees exceed $1,000. A similar type
of so-called floor, based on a certain per-
centage of income, is now in effect with
regard to medical expenses. Earlier this
vear, the Treasury Department proposed
extending it to all deductions. It has the
merit of being simple and equitable for
all, and at the same time of providing
assistance on a level of need roughly
determined by income.

What the exact cost of this amend-
ment would be in taxes is extremely dif-
ficult to say. I am asking the Joint Eco-
nomie Committee to prepare an estimate
and I hope those figures, as well as the
obvious advantages of a 5-percent floor
or some floor, will be reviewed by all
those Senators—and I know there are
many—who sympathize with this simple
and direct method of Federal aid to
higher education.

Mr. President, I do not intend to press
this amendment to a vote today, in the
light of the statements made by the Sen-
ator from Oregon, that he would raise a
point of order which, I have been in-
formed, would be sustained, But I serve
notice that I intend to press this princi-
ple, as an amendment to the tax bill,
before the Finance Committee and if
necessary on the Senate floor.

TAX BILL—AMENDMENT NO. 230

Therefore, I submit at this time, and
send to the desk, my proposal as an
amendment to H.R. 8363, the tax bill,
for consideration by the Finance Com-
mittee at the time of its deliberations on
that bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. KEATING. I know that other
Senators are interested in the proposal,
and are pursuing this objective with
various formulas before the Finance
Committee. Among them is the distin-
guisked Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Risicorr], whom I see in the Chamber.
I add this method of approach in order
that all of the formulas may be before
the Finance Committee. I shall support
a program of tax deduction for such
expenses.

I am very happy to yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
such time as he may need. He has taken
a very active interest in this program.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New York and commend him for his re-
marks.

I believe that what the Senator says
makes sense and is absolutely essential
if we are to help solve the problem of
education at the college level.

Nineteen Senators have introduced
bills in this session of Congress provid-
ing tax relief for the expenses of a college
education. The details of these bills
vary; some use the device of an addi-
tional income tax exemption, some use
a deduction, and others use a credit. But
all of these bills recognize and agree on
the same point: Those who bear the
costs of sending students through col-
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lege face a severe financial burden which
should be eased through some change
in the income tax laws.

I ask unanimous consent to insert at
this point in the Recorp a list of the bills
on this subject that have been intro-
duced in this session.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

BiLs CoNCERNING TAX RELIEF FOR COLLEGE
EXPENSES

(Eighty-eighth Congress, through October
16, 1963)

By Senator PearsoN: 5. 34. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an
additional exemption of $600 for a depend-
ent child of the taxpayer who is a full-time
student above the secondary level.

By Senator SmaTHERS: 8. 62. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1964 so as to allow
a deduction for certain amounts paid by a
taxpayer for tuition and fees in providing a
higher education for himself, his spouse, and
his dependents.

By Senator DomIinick: S. 98, Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a
80-percent credit against the individual in-
come tax for certain amounts paid as educa-
tional expenses to public and private insti-
tutions of higher education.

By Senator Carnson: S. 111. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an
additional income tax exemption of $1,000
for a taxpayer, spouse, or dependent who is a
student at an institution of higher learning.

By Senators RanporrH and BYrD of West
Virginia: 8. 248. Amends the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, so as to allow a deduc-
tion for certain amounts paid by a taxpayer
for tuition and fees In providing a higher
education for himself, his spouse, and his
dependents.

By Senator Scorr: 5. 2569. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow
a deduction for certain amounts paid by a
taxpayer for tuition and fees In providing a
higher education for himself, his spouse, and
his dependents.

By Senator FursricHT: S. 278. Amends
the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 so as to
allow a taxpayer to deduct certain expenses
incurred by him in obtaining a higher educa-
tion. .

By Senator FuLericHT: 8. 279. Allows ad-»
ditional income tax exemptions for a tax-
payer or a spouse, or a dependent child under
23 years of age, who is a full-time student at
an educational institution above the second-
ary level.

By Senator JoENsTON: S. 286. Amends
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to
increase to $700 the amount of each personal
exemption allowed as a deduction for income
tax purposes, and to allow an additional
exemption for a dependent child who is a
full-time student attending college.

By BSenator Lowne of Missourl: 8. 407.
Amends the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
to allow income tax deductions for certain
payments to asslst in providing higher edu-
cation.

By Senator Canwnon: 8.609. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an
additional exemption of $600 to a taxpayer
for each dependent son or daughter under
the age of 23 who is a full-time student above
the secondary level at an educational insti-
tution.

By Senator Doop: B, 764. Amends the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow
an additional income exemption of $1,200 for
an individual who 18 a student at an institu-
tion of higher education,

By Senator McCArTHY: 8.800. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 18564 to provide a
30-percent credit against the individual in-
come tax for amounts paid as tuition or fees
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to certain public and private institutions of
higher education.

By Senator McCarTHY: S,801. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an
additional exemption to a taxpayer whose
spouse is a full-time student and is receiving
over half his support from the taxpayer.

By Senator McCarTHY: 8. 802. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow
an exemption for certain dependents whose
gross income exceeds $600.

By Senator HarTEE: S.1114. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow
an additional income tax exemption for an
individual who is a full-time student at an
institution of higher education.

By Senator Kearine: S, 1236. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow
a deduction for tuition and fees pald by an
individual in providing an education for him-
self, his spouse, and his dependents.

By Senator PmouTy: S.1454. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a
deduction to a taxpayer who is a student at
a college for certain expenses incurred in ob-
taining a higher education.

By Senator McCarRTHY: S. 1491. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a de-
duction for certain expenses incurred by an
individual in maintaining a foreign student
as a member of his household.

By Senator RIBICOFF: S.1667. Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a de-
duction for certain expenses incurred in ob-
taining or providing a higher education.

By Senator HumpHREY: S.1677. Amends
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow
a credit against the individual income tax
for certain expenses pald by a taxpayer in ob-
taining a higher education or in providing a
higher education for his children and de-
pendents.

By Senator Hrusxa: S.2123, Amends the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an
additional income tax exemption for a tax-
payer, spouse, or dependent who is a student
at an institution of higher learning.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, in
addition to the 19 Senators who have
introduced these bills, similar bills were
introduced in the 87th Congress by the
senior Senafor from Washington and the
junior Senator from Alaska.

So there are 21 Members of this body
who have introduced bills on this sub-
jeet. And it is interesting to note that
six of them are members of the Finance
Committee. These Senators come from
both parties and from all parts of the
country. Their support of this type of
proposal shows that the proposal de-
serves the serious consideration of the
Finance Committee and of the Senate.

It is also pertinent, following the re-
marks of the Senator from New York,
to point out that administration after
administration, with Secretaries of the
Treasury following one another, have
advanced the same specious arguments
against the allowance of a tax deduction
for college expenses. One of these argu-
ments is that this deduction favors the
wealthy alone. Buf this deduction would
affect taxpayers in the same way as
every other tax deduction allowable to a
taxpayer. Naturally, a person with a
higher income derives a greater benefit
because he is taxed at a higher rate.
But that fact does not lead us to oppose
all deductions, and it should not lead us
to oppose this one either.

Another argument is that this deduc-
tion does nothing for the very low income
groups who pay no taxes.

Yet the children of the lower income
groups are the ones who qualify for
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scholarships from the colleges and uni-
versities. But the great burden falls
upon the shoulders of people in the
middle income groups, who might be
earning about $10,000 a year. It is their
children who fail to qualify for scholar-
ships because colleges and universities
feel that the income of their parents is
adequate for the payment of tutition.
Yet when it is considered that the cost
of college education is so high, averag-
ing about $1,800 a year for a State or
public college or university, and about
$2,400 a year at a private university, it is
easily understood why parents in the
middle income groups find it so difficult
to finance the education of their chil-
dren.

The Senator from New York may be
interested in a colloquy I had last week
with the Secretary of the Treasury, in
which I stated my intention to try to
have included in the forthcoming tax
bill, when it reaches the floor of the
Senate, an amedment such as the Sen-
ator from New York is discussing today.
I told the Secretary that I would attempt
to do this in committee, but that if I
were unsuccessful in committee, I would
offer such an amendment on the floor of
the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the colloguy between Secretary
of the Treasury Dillon and myself before
the Committee on Finance last Tuesday.

There being no objection, the colloquy
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Senator Risicorr. Mr. Secretary, it is my
intention to try to have added to this bill &
provision allowing deduction for college ex-
penses,

I happen to believe that parents who are
trying to send their children to college should
be given every possible assistance to do so.

I know that the Treasury and probably you
are opposed to this, and I would like to ask
a te_w queatlons for the purpose of the record
at this time before I go forward, which I in-
tend to do. <

Would you please state for the record your
objections to granting deductions to parents
for the cost of college education?

Secretary Dnvron. Our real objection to
that, Senator, is that we feel that it is an
inefficient and not particularly equitable way
to handle the problem which we recognize.

The basic problem is to enable people who
have difficulty in affording an education to
go to college. A tax deduction or a tax
credit, of course, will not help those people.
It will only help those who have enough in-
come so that they can afford this.

I would say that is the basic reason for
which we have felt that this is unfortunate.

Now I think this has been recognized by
many, because the primary job at the mo-
ment {8 buildings. We can't accommodate
more students at college without adequate
buildings.

I think that bill is being considered right
now, and I would hope very much it would

pass.

I would just like to point out as you un-
doubtedly know, that the American Council
on Education, which is the senlor body in
this field, which used to sponsor a tax credit
for tuition no longer includes such a pro-
posal, I think for the same reason.

Senator Risrcorr. Frankly, I am unim-

with what professional organizations
on education think about this.

Becretary DiLLon. You have a great deal
of experience.
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Senator Rieicorr. We should give assist-
ance to ¢ , and I am for that, and I
belleve the Senate will adopt this kind of a
bill on Monday, but what has this got to do
with the other provision to do something for
the parents of children?

" Secretary DiLLonN. We feel that it is a
highly costly procedure in that many
who would get such a credit would send their
children to college anyway, and are doing it
and don't really need it. It might as a de-
duction pay 10, 15, or 20 percent of the tui-
tion cost of the student, which would not
be a decisive element as to whether that
student could go to college or not go to col-
lege.

And so we have favored instead to achleve
the same objective and we are in entire agree-
ment on the objective, either a combination
of an increase in funds avallable under the
National Defense Education Act for scholar-
ships, direct scholarships, or a guarantee
program whereby the Government would
guarantee loans that banks might make to
students that would be repayable at low
interest over 10, 12, 15 years after they grad-
uate,

Senator Risicorr. With a guaranteed loan,
what would you do for the women who want
an education and then don't have an earning
capacity when they get married. Is a hus-
band to take the wife who is a college grad-
uate with a mortgage on her?

Secretary DiLLonN. That would be a little
difficult.

Now another problem which this ralses
which I am sure you are aware of is that if
there is such an exemption for tuition, many
colleges have made no secret of the fact that
what they will do is simply increase—use
this as a reason to increase—their tuition so
as to get the benefit themselves, rather than
have the benefit go to the student.

At that extent it might make it harder
for many low income students to actually
gelt their education than it would be other-
wise.

Senator RisicoFF. The colleges don't need
any reason like that to raise their tuition.

As I read the papers and follow the history
of increases in tuition rates, tuitions are
being raised every year without this pro-
vision.

Secretary Dinrown. That 1s right. They
would just be raised faster with it.

Senator Risicorr. Coming back to schol-
arship aid, scholarships are usually given to
the boys and girls of families in the lowest
income groups where the taxes paid by the
parents are the smallest amount, These are
the students who are eligible for and receive
scholarships.

What I am concerned about are the par-
ents earning $8,000 or $10,000 a year, because
at that level of income they often cannot get
a scholarship, and yet there is a serious dif-
ficulty faced by these parents in sending
their youngsters to college.

Now this is where the great burden falls.

‘What are we going to do to encourage these
people to send their youngsters to college?

Becretary DiLLonN. That is where we have
our proposal for a loan program. When I
say our proposal I mean the administration
proposal, It isn't just the Treasury, it is the
Department of the Treasury and the ad-
ministration proposal, to have a broad guar-
antee program of loans that could be re-
payable on easy terms.

Now certainly no program answers every
possibility, but we recognize the problem lies
where you say it lles, and we are trylng to
find something that would meet it with the
least cost to the Government and the most
effectiveness to the student.

We think a substantial loan program of
that nature would be better for a family
with an $8,000 income, that pays very little
taxes anyway, and where the amount of
credit they would get in their taxes would
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be very infinitesimal toward the cost of a
college education,

Senator Risicorr. Last year you proposed
8 tax credit for business to encourage them
to make capital Investments.

This year you propose a deduction for all
equipment devoted to research and develop-
ment.

Now isn't the investment in the education
of our children entitled to as much consid-
ration and encouragement from the tax laws
as investment in plant and equipment?

Secretary Druron. Absolutely. It Is just
a question of how to do this most effectively.

Under this situation any bill that we have
seen, and there have been a number of them,
the bulk of the tax cost would go to families
with incomes of over $10,000, not to the
$8,000 to $10,000 group that we are talking
about.

Senator Riszcorr. Isn’t that the case, Mr.
Secretary, with every deduction? Every de-
duction you have in the tax laws, the people
with the higher income get a larger propor-
tion of the savings from the deductions and
this would apply here?

Becretary DrLLoN. Yes. I don't mean just
that. Of course, that is true, but I mean the
resulting revenue cost to the Government,
the bulk of the amount that would be de-
ducted would be in this higher bracket class,
just because those are the people that can
afford the rest of what it takes to send their
children to college, whereas the ones between
$8,000 and $10,000, this wouldn’t make
enough difference to get very many of them
to go. It would certainly have some effect.

We Just think it is a costly and Inefficient
means to achleve a very worthy end, and I
Just want to be very clear that there is no
difference in the aim.

Senator Risrcorr. But you don't have any
better means. You don’t have a more effi-
clent means or a more effective means.

The President proposes giving credits and
deductions for contributions to political
campalgns.

Why Isn't it just as important to give a
deduction for a child’s education?

Secretary DinroN. We feel that the loan
program that we recommend—and I am no
expert, I feel quite at a loss trying to answer
questions to someone Ilke yourself who
knows so much more about this.

Senator Risrcorr. You see here is why I
am pressing this. I am very sincere about
this and I am going to make a hard try to
do this, because administration after ad-
ministration has opposed it.

I am not saying this about your argu-
ments, but the arguments have been spe-
cious that have come from administration
after administration and Treasury officlal
after Treasury official.

There are over 100 bills before the Con-
gress of the United States trying to achleve
and accomplish this. Yet the pattern of no
action has been repeated over a pericd of
years.

A tax bill comes into the House under a
closed rule s0 no one has an opportunity
to put the amendment on. But we do have
a problem, and I think it is a problem that
we should try to tackle. I would rather see
a loss of revenue from this type of deduec-
tion and close up some of the loopholes such
as related by the Senator from Illinois or the
Senator from Delaware, and make that
money avaliable for parents for tax deduc-
tions.

Bo it isn't a question of revenue, it is a
question of burden.

Now we provide for deductions for a family
that has extraordinary costs because of
sickness.

We provide deductions for people who have
casualty losses.

Now a family raises children, and then
comes A 4-year perlod which to them is an
extraordinary period hecause they want to
send their son or daughter to college, but




1963
they face a serlous financial burden in doing
this.

Now if part of our tax laws are to alleviate
some of the burdens for the unusually
heavy costs that some families have to meet,
why shouldn't we face up to the fact that
college expenses are an unusually heavy
basic cost that we should try to alleviate
through the tax laws?

Secretary DiLrow. It is my understanding
that the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, that has responsibility in the
executive branch for this, feels that the loan
program we recommend would be more ef-
fective in answering the problem.

SBenator Risrcorr. You see this is the dif-
ference.

I am on this side of the table now instead
of that side, and I am not bound any more
as a U.S. Senator by what the Budget Bureau
or the Secretary of the Treasury or the
President of the United States may think.

So, therefore, as a Senator I do not have
the same restrictions as to policy as I had
as a member of the executive branch.

Now I can look at this realistically and try
to accomplish things that I would have liked
to have accomplished in the other position.

Benator Doucras. I will say this 1s a typ-
ical illustration of how a man's character
improves when he moves out of the execu-
tive branch into the legislative branch.

Benator Rieicorr. I would agree without
gquestion.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Sec-
retary Dillon, of course, repeated the
traditional objections of the executive
branch to this proposal. Having been
in a position to know those objections, I
am entirely familiar with them and well
aware of their inadequacy.

At a future date I shall discuss this
subject more fully. At the moment let
me simply say that the essence of the
administration’s argument is that other
forms of assistance do more to help pro-
vide a college education than does tax
relief. To me that is no reason for
rejecting tax relief. I support other
forms of assistance. Today we are
voting upon one form of such other
assistance—funds to the colleges for help
in construction of facilities. I am glad
to support this measure and will sup-
port other measures that help our col-
leges.

But other proposals like today’s bill
do not persuade me that tax relief is not
needed. I believe it is needed, no matter
what other proposals are voted upon.
And I intend to see to it that a construc-
tive tax relief proposal is considered by
the Finance Committee and that the
Senate has an opportunity to consider
such a proposal on its merits.

Mr. President, for the reasons I have
stated, I welcome the expressions of the
Senator from New York. I know that
he has much to add to consideration of
this issue that will be of great value. I
hope that in the days ahead he and other
Senators, including myself, will be able
to prepare a program which will receive
the support of the Senate and that it
may be incorporated in the tax laws of
our country.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Connec-
ticut, who has shown great interest in
this problem and who will be very useful
in the Committee on Finance in behalf
of this cause. I shall be happy to work
with him.
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As I said before, the particular formula
that I have devised represents a modifi-
eation of my own thinking and is cer-
tainly open to question and discussion.
Perhaps it is not even the right formula.

In connection with the statement of
the Senator from Connecticut, I should
add that I have no nationwide figures on
the subjeet, but I have some widely dif-
fering figures on a geographical basis.
For example, a study made by the Uni-
versity of New Mexico shows that the
largest percentage of students who re-
ceive scholarships come from families
whose incomes are between $8,000 and
$9,500 a year. Certainly those families
would benefit by the proposed tax re-
duction.

At the University of Massachuetts, a
study of the income of families of stu-
dents in attendance showed that students
from families having incomes between
$4,000 and $10,000 represented nearly 70
percent of all the students attending that
institution.

A study made at the University of Wis-
consin showed that the median income
of families who sent their children to
that university was $9,000.

The amendment I propose would be of
great value to families in those particu-
lar income brackefs as well as lower ones.
It would be fair and equitable and of
some benefit to practically everyone who
had dependents attending college.

Admittedly, the formula of allowing a
deduction only above 5 percent of the net
income would perhaps not be of much
benefit to families having substantial in-
come with only one child in college but
they require less assistance. It strikes
me as being about as close to a fair for-
mula as could be devised. I hope the
proposal will have the careful thought of
members of the Committee on Finance.
It is, as I said, not a substitute for, but a
supplement to other types of assistance
to higher education.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad that
the Senator from New York is discussing
his amendment on the floor of the Sen-
ate today. I have been pursuing a sim-
ilar course during the past three Con-
gresses. The proposal offered by the Sen-
ator from New York is excellent. His
approach is one that could solve prob-
lems that supposedly could be found in
the elementary educational system as
well as the college educational system.
I hope that some time during this ses-
sion of Congress the Committee on Fi-
nance will give attention to the Sena-
tor’s amendment.

My own amendment is so drawn that
it was referred to the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare. It was drawn

purposely so that it would be referred
to that committee. It contains a schol-
arship proposal that would not come
within the purview of the Committee on
Finance.

When I first proposed this approach
to Congress, I attempted at the same
time to interest the Republican adminis-
tration in it, to no avail. I discussed it
with the Secretary of the Treasury; and
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at the time he estimated that it would
deprive the Government of about $3.2
billion.

My bill goes a little further than the
bill of the Senator from New York, in
that I would allow deductions for all
taxes paid for local school purposes up
to $100.

I told the Secretary that I thought
his argument was rather weak, because
even if the Federal Government lost $3.2
billion, it would be much better to have
that money remain at home for local
use than to have the Treasury sustain
a loss of $5 billion, $6 billion, or $7 bil-
lion, according to how the program might
progress in the future.

I do not wish to labor the point. I
commend the Senator from New York
for having offered his amendment. I
realize that a point of order will be
made on the ground that the amend-
ment is not germane to the bill, and that
the point of order probably will be up-
held. Nevertheless, the Senator from
New York has performed a good service
in the cause of education by showing
that tax relief is logical, sensible, and a
proper approach to the solution of the
problem.

Mr. President, I shall not take more
of the time of the Senate. I ask unan-
imous consent that an explanation of
the section of my bill that deals with
tax relief for families having children
attending college be printed at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Tax RELIEF FOR FaMILiEs WITH CHILDREN
ATTENDING COLLEGE

A, The taxpayer is granted an additional
deduction from his taxable income for the
expenses incurred by him, his spouse, or his
dependent or dependents, while attending
college.

B. Expenses shall include tultion and fees
charged by the college for a course of instruc-
tion and attendance at such college; books,
supplies, and equlpment; room and board,
whether the student is living on or off the
campus. The amount the taxpayer may de-
duct shall be the actual amount of expenses
paid but not to exceed $2,000 for each child
attending college. Of this amount, the cost
of room and board may not exceed $90 a
month while the student is in attendance at
college ($45 In the case of a student living
at home).

C. In addition to his child or children, the
taxpayer may also deduct such expenses
which he incurs as a student as well as those
of his wife and anyone else whom the tax-
payer can lawfully claim as a dependent.

D. The deduction is avallable to a taxpayer
whose dependent s attending a college, uni-
versity, or other institution of higher learn-
ing, such as medical school, dental school,
law school, or other graduate school. This
deduction is not available to a taxpayer whose
dependent 1s attending a trade or vocational
school or any other school which does not
award a baccalaureate or higher degree.

E. The amount of expenses which the tax-
payer may deduct from his taxable income
shall be reduced by the amount by which the
taxable income of the taxpayer exceeds
$10,000 if the taxpayer is unmarried or if
married, filles a separate return or, $20,000 if
the taxpayer 18 married and files a joint re-
turn or is a head of a household or a surviv-

ing spouse. Thus, if a taxpayer has $2,000 In
educational expenses and a taxable Income
of $20,800, he would be entitled to a deduc-
tion of $1,200 ($2,000 less $800, the amount
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in excess of $20,000). The taxpayer thereby
reduces his taxable income from $20,800 to
to $19,600. If the taxpayer is in the 50-per-
cent bracket, he would thereby reduce his tax
by $600 (50 percent of $1,200).

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
again compliment the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York. I believe he has
made a real contribution, one to which
we must pay attention, because the con-
trol of education belongs at home. This
applies to elementary education as well
as to advanced education. If the money
can stay closer to home, and if families
can be encouraged to send their children
to institutions of higher education be-
cause they will receive tax benefits, we
shall see the need for Federal interven-
tion diminish to the vanishing point. To
that end, the bill offered by the Senator
from New York would serve a valuable
purpose

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Arizona for
his kind remarks and for his support of
the general principle involved. I know
he has been interested in this subject.
He and I differ, perhaps, in one respect,
in that he would propose his amendment
as a substitute for other programs.
These benefits should not be offered as
a substitute, but as a supplement to
other programs.

I am grateful to the Senator from
Arizona for his kindness and for his
powerful support of the general prin-
ciple involved.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name of
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Tower] be
added as a cosponsor of the bill that I
introduced, S. 181.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York permit me to
have 30 seconds on my own time to make
an announcement before he withdraws
his amendment?

Mr. KEATING. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to make a brief
statement for future reference in opposi-
tion to the Senator’s amendment, but
I shall not take long, and I will not raise
any point of order during my statement,
so the Senator from New York will have
an opportunity to withdraw his amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

I appreciate the cooperation I have
received from the Senator from New
York [Mr, KEeating] concerning this
amendment. There is no question about
the Senator’s dedicated sincerity in sup-
port of his amendment.

I have already explained what will be
my position as the Senator in charge of
the bill if the amendment is pressed for
a vote.

I suggest that the amendment is a far
more appropriate vehicle for considera~-
tion before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, for the amendment contemplates
changes in the internal revenue of the
Government, The Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare really has no juris-
diction in this area. The House bill
which we are debating is not a revenue
bill. In my judgment, adoption of the
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amendment would make completely un-
tenable an already difficult situation as
regards a conference with the House.
I fear that if the amendment were to
be adopted, the House might consider it
repugnant, as an invasion of the jeal-
ously guarded prerogative of that body
with regard to the initiation of legis-
lation affecting the raising of revenue.

For such procedural reasons, I do not
think the amendment is in order; and,
as the Senator from New York has
pointed out, in due course of time he will
withdraw the amendment, insofar as
this bill is concerned. Later, in connec-
tion with other proposed legislation, he
will press for the attainment of his
objective.

With regard to the substantive pro-
posal, even if there were no procedural
difficulties, I would be constrained to
object to the proposed adoption of the
amendment, for, in my judgment, it
should be rejected, inasmuch as it is
clearly class legislation.

Second, the amendment would bring
no immediate relief to educational insti-
tutions, nor in the long run would it
assist the families or the college students,
inasmuch as the probable increase in
tuition charges would be found to more
than offset any savings to the family.

Third, we have no data on the cost
to the Treasury, but in all probability it
would be great. It could run into many
millions of dollars.

When the amendment was first sug-
gested, I took up the matter with the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and discussed it with the De-
partment. I now report to the Senate
that the Department does not favor the
use of tax deductions or tax credits as
methods of aiding education. Some of
the reasons given for this view by the
Department are as follows:

First. The progressivity of the rate
structure of the Federal income tax,
which is designed to further the objec-
tives of tax equity, makes the use of the

tax singularly inappropriate for the pur-

pose of advancing educational and re-
lated social objectives. Deductions from
gross income for tuition payments tend
to favor the high-income groups. A
high-income taxpayer might have a tax
saving of 50 percent or more; a taxpayer
at the bottom of the income-tax brack-
ets would have a maximum tax saving
of 20 percent.

Mr. President, when we realize that
our objective in dealing with Federal
taxation is to provide for taxation on the
basis of the ability to pay, it is clear that
we should always be on guard against
inequities against various groups of tax-
payers, A moment ago, when I said the
amendment is class legislation, I had in
mind that the point is an obvious one, be-
cause if the amendment were to be
adopted it would mean that benefits
would be given to the parents of pros-
pective college students, yet comparable
tax benefits would be denied those who
are not parents. This would mean that
the parents of young people who wanted
to go to college would have a smaller tax
to pay. However, the necessary revenue
must be raised. This means that tax-
payers who are not the parents of pros-
pective college students would, in essence,
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have to pay an additional amount in
taxes. In short, our tax burden would
in considerable part be transferred from
the parents of young people who intend
to go to college to taxpayers who are
not parents. Inmy judgment, this would
result in a misuse of the income tax.
That is why the Department makes the
point that the amendment would pro-
duce an inequity in the administration
of the income tax; and I think the De-
partment is correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BaYH
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Oregon yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. On the Senator's
point that this deduction offers greater
benefit to higher income groups, is not
this the case with every deduction. Cer-
tainly it is the case with tax deductions
for medical expenses and tax deduc-
tions for business expenses; these and
all other deductions are of proportionally
greater assistance to those with higher
incomes.

So the question is whether this type
of deduction is a sound proposal. This
deduction should be dealt with on its
merits, not on the basis of arguments
that apply generally to all deductions.

Mr. MORSE. But my point is that
it does not fall in the same classification
with the allowable deductions the
Senator from Connecticut has men-
tioned. I make that point for these
Teasons:

First, when we consider the deductions
for medical expenses as a result of ill-
ness, we realize that no inequity is in-
volved, because all humans are subject
to illness. So, under such a deduction
allowance, we lay down a general social
public policy that in connection with
expenses for medical treatment, the
same policy will apply to all. Of course,
it may be said that John Brown is
healthier than Ed Smith, and that there-
fore John Brown will, in effect, have to
pay, to some degree, the expenses of Ed
Smith’s illness, in that John Brown will
not receive that tax deduction. How-
ever, he will receive it later on, if he has
ulcers or gall bladder trouble or any
other illness. This is a healtk program;
we simply provide that a certain amount
of tax deduction will be allowed to all
who become ill.

We also have general public policies
with regard to the operation of our econ-
omy, from which the taxes come in the
first place. The taxes are derived from
the operation of the economy and from
the operation of the businesses in our
economy. So we provide, as a matter
of sound public policy, that before the
business gross profit is taxed, we shall
provide depreciation allowances, and
also certain benefits in regard to capital
gains, and also certain deductions in re-
gard to certain types of losses. How-
ever, those allowances are uniform with-
in each class or category of business op-
eration in our economy.

On the other hand, if we now inject
into the educational field, which already
is highly controversial, the practice of
singling out for tax benefits certain tax-
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payers we are adding fo our troubles.
We are identifying some citizens to
whom the Federal Government says ‘“‘Be-
cause you are parents, the Government
will give you certain benefits which will
not be given to citizens who are not
parents.” I think such a proposal clear-
ly falls within the definition the fax
economists have given it over the years—
namely, special, singularized class fav-
ors. We think such special privileges are
wrong, if we are to honor this prineipal
that taxes are to be levied on the basis
of ability to pay.

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President, the
argument of the Senator from Oregon
surprises me a little. I can understand
his opposition to this amendment; but
I think the examples he has used avoid
the basic issue. If it is proper to allow
a business a deduction for its deprecia-
tion or for the expenses of research, we
should consider this question: What is of
greater value, as an investment for the
future of the Nation, than the educa-
tion of the children of this Nation?

Today 4 million of our young people
are studying in our colleges. By 1970,
7 million of our young people will be en-
gaged in. college studies. Almost every
adult has the ambition to send his chil-
dren to college. I know that, basically,
the Senator from Oregon and I agree
that the greatest asset the country has
is education for its people. No one is
fighting harder for education for the
people than is the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oregon. As I have said many
times in the Senate and also from public
platforms, no person in the United
States is more dedicated to the cause of
education than is the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon, who is piloting
through the Senate this bill and all other
important measures in the field of edu-
cation.

Also, we must keep in mind that to the
average family higher education is an
extraordinary expense that comes at a
certain stated period in their lives. A
man and a woman raise children. When
a child becomes 18 years of age, there
follows a 4-year period during which the
father and mother have an extra burden,
the cost of an education for their chil-
dren amounting to about $10,000 for each
one. Our tax laws are designed to help
ease the burdens that resulf if a person
or a business is suddenly faced with
extraordinary expenses. It is my conten-
tion that when a family is burdened with
the extraordinary expense of a college
education—and a college education is
important not only for the child and for
the parents, but also for the future of
our Nation—I believe that we, as a mat-
ter of sound public policy, should take
steps to ease that burden and to give
inducements to parents to educate their
children.

The difference between myself and the
Senator from Arizona, as he has pro-
posed his plan, is as follows: The Senator
from Arizona has proposed his tax de-
duction proposals as a substitute for the
program being advanced by the Senator
from Oregon. I do not propose mine
as a substitute, because I agree 100 per-
cent with the Senator from Oregon that
there is a role for the Federal Govern-
ment to play in the field of education.
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That is why I enthusiastically support
the present bill that the Senator from
Oregon is now piloting through the
Senafte. )

However, what I propose is an addi-
tional approach. As I understand his
colloguy with the Senator from Oregon,
the Senator from New York [Mr, KeaT-
mvc] agrees with me that what we need
is to have two things accomplished that
are vitally needed in the field of higher
education to assure that the United
States will have ample facilities and
ample teachers to educate our youth. We
recognize that there must be some direct
Federal assistance to the colleges and
universities, but we also recognize that
the Federal Government cannot accom-
plish the task by itself, and that, as a
sound policy, we should have a tax relief
proposal similar to that advanced by the
Senator from New York and 20 other
Senators.

So I should like to go in tandem with
the Senator from Oregon. I disagree
with the Senator from Oregon only when
he contends that tax deductions are not
necessary. I disagree with the Senator
from Arizona when he says that tax
deductions will be a substitute. I be-
lieve they are both essential.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself another 10 minutes.

Speaking as a horseman, I believe tan-
dem teams are not too efficient. I wish
the Senator to get abreast of me and pull
on the other side of the whippletree. I
do not want to be hitched with him in
tandem.

I wish to make clear that the distine-
tion between the examples used by the
Senator from Connecticut on the point
I made in regard to class legislation are
his examples and not mine. I shall be
glad to discuss them. I point out that
under our income tax structure, we tax
all business, generally speaking, on the
basis of its ability to pay. Business is
subject to tax rules and regulations ap-
plicable uniformly to all businesses of a
certain class that fall under individual
rules and regulations. We say, “This is
our corporate income tax structure. You,
as businessmen, will be subject to the
rules and regulations which are uniform
to all that fall under that definition.”
That is the basic premise of our income
tax program. _

As yet, we do not say to our citizens,
“We are going to tax you because you do
not have children. We are not going to
tax you because you do have children.”
We do not base our taxes on the status
of parenthood per se. That is not the
major premise of our tax structure. The
major premise of our tax structure is the
earning power of the individual, the
company, or the corporation that falls
within the rules and regulations.

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MORSE. I should like to finish
my statement, and then I shall yield:

So when an exemption based upon
parenthood is proposed, we see that the
proposal would transfer the tax burden
to those who would gqualify under the
so-called educational exemption that the
Senator seeks., We would thereby in-
crease the taxes on one class of citizenry
and decrease it on another, although the
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basic earning power is the same. That is
where the. discrimination develops.

What is the distinction? The dis-
tinction is parenthood. In my judg-
ment, every taxpayer—parent and non-
parent—has an obligation to support the
schools of America. We have been
struggling very hard to gain adoption of
that prineiple at the national level. I
could not have had better assistance
than I have had from the Senator from
Connecticut in attaining that objective
of a general Federal aid to education
program wunder which all, based upon
their ability to pay and not based upon
their parenthood, put their taxes into
the Federal Treasury; and from the
Treasury we seek to obtain Federal aid
to support the facilities, the scholarships,
or any of the other features of the gen-
eral education program. If such a pro-
gram is followed, there is no discrimina-
tion among the taxpayers based upon
their ability to pay. But the proposal
for a tax deduction to some person
merely because he has a boy or a girl
whom he wishes to go to college would
be discriminatory against other parents.
That is the thesis of my argument. I
yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator from
Oregon will find that as the years go
by he will have an ally in the junior
Senator from Connecticut in the entire
field of education.

Mr. MORSE. I have now.

Mr. RIBICOFF. But I must point out
that at present there is a discrimination
in favor of parents. Under our present
tax laws, we provide parents with a $600
exemption for each child who qualifies.
‘We do not provide that exemption to peo-~
ple who do not have children. I am sure
the Senator from Oregon would not ad-
vocate that we repeal the cxemption pro-
visions of our tax laws under which we
give exemptions to parents with chil-
dren. So the Senator will see that there
is a discrimination in our tax laws be-
tween people who have children and
those who have not.

Mr. MORSE. No. The Senator and
I disagree on that tax theory. We are
providing a dependency exemption. Be-
cause the dependent exists, an exemption
is made available.

It is a uniform exemption for all de-
pendents. It is a policy, uniform in na-
ture, that we have established for a de-
pendent, whether it is a child or a grand-
mother whose care the taxpayer has as-
sumed. If such dependents were not
taken care of within the family, we
would have to take care of them in other
ways with the money of taxpayers. But
this point is not relevant in higher edu-
cation.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I point out to the
Senator that it is still the parent that
benefits from the exemption. It is the
parent who has the earning power. The
greater his exemptions, the lower is his
net taxable income. A couple with chil-
dren pays a smaller amount of tax than
a couple without children, though both
couples earn the same amount of in-
come, We ought to recognize that there
is a difference in the burden between
parents who have children that need a
college education and people who do not
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have children., Parents with children
who have to be educated have an ex-
traordinary burden that a married cou-
ple that does not have children that
would go on to college do not have. Our
tax laws now recognize and help ease
the burden of supporting a dependent
child. What I am saying is that the
burden of sending a child through col-
lege is an additional burden which
should also be eased by use of the tax
laws.

Mr. MORSE. On the dependency
issue, I should like to say for the REcorp
that we provide an exemption for de-
pendency based upon the theory that the
dependent will have to be taken care of
in one way or another. In effect, the
mother, the uncle, the grandfather, or
whoever is aiding and supporting the
child is performing a service for the
State that otherwise all of us would have
to assume. If a family does not take
care of a dependent, the burden will
have to be taken care of in some other
way.

That principle does not follow in re-
gard to the young man or woman who
wishes to go to college.

There is no burden upon us to say to
all taxpayers that they must see to it
that funds are made available to parents
in order to send a young man or young
woman to college. Rather, in order to
have uniformity, the approach should be
that all funds for educational purposes
would be raised from taxpayers. The
funds should be raised on a uniform
prineciple and put into the Treasury and
paid out of the Treasury, again on a uni-
form basis, to avoid the objection of
class legislation which I have raised.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I agree with the
Senator from Arizona on the point that
to the extent we allow parents a deduc-
tion to take care of some of the burdens
of their children’s education, to that ex-
tent the Federal Government or a State
would have less of a burden in the whole
educational picture. I look at the prob-
lem of education in its entirety. I be-
lieve, as the Senator from Oregon be-
lieves, that there is a role to play for
every segment of society. To the extent
private individuals and private corpora-
tions play a larger part of that role, to
that extent there will be a lesser role for
municipalities, States, and the Federal
Government to play. I hope private in-
dividuals will play a larger and larger
role in the educational process, if it can
properly be done within sound public
policy.

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator knows,
I feel that to solve this particular prob-
lem of education, a general scholarship
to come out of the Treasury of the
United States would be much to be pre-
!eried over the approach that he would
make.

Mr. President, I shall now run through
the other objections, for the Recorp, and
then I shall yield back my time.

Second. If an actual credit against the
tax is intended, rather than a deduction
from gross taxable income, the proposal
would be somewhat more equitable as
among low- and high-income taxpayers.
‘This would be the case only if the max-
imum credit allowed does not exceed the
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tax liability of a large number of low-
income taxpayers.

Third. A number of groups in the pop-
ulation could not benefit from either a
tax deduction or tax credit proposal.
These groups include families who are
not financially able to send their children
to college. A poor family, or a large
family with modest income would receive
little or no relief against the cost of send-
ing a child to college.

Fourth. It is widely recognized that
the full benefits would not necessarily
accrue to the taxpayers since colleges
would be expected to increase tuition
charges. Some proponents of a deduc-
tion or a tax credit for college tuition in
fact have urged its adoption as a way to
make possible increases in tuition rates
without additional costs to families who
pay the tuition.

The analogy may not be on all fours,
but there is some relationship to hospital
insurance and the tuition increase prob-
lem that would be raised, I believe, by
the amendment. I believe increases in
school tuition under the amendment
would be inevitable. The temptation
would be too great for colleges to resist.

Many persons are insured with various
hospital insurance plans. Periodically
the rates on such insurances go up, and
as the rates go up the hospital charges
go up also. It becomes a spiral. Each
time the insurance fund is filled the in-
crease is absorbed by a yielding to the
temptation to increase medical fees and
hospital fees. Very little benefit thus
really accrues to the prospective patient.
I believe there is great danger that such
a temptation would be yielded to in con-
nection with increases in tuition fees.

Fifth. The loss in revenue, under the
proposal would amount to hundreds of
millions of dollars each year. This loss
of revenue would have to be offset by
increases in income tax rates, or by im-
position of other taxes.

Sixth. A program of direct aid along
the lines proposed by the President in
his education message to the Congress
on February 20 would seem to offer the
most efficient and economical way of
providing assistance to talented young
people who desire to further their educa-
tion and are in need of such assistance.

Mr. President, the deficiency of the
amendment, in my view, is that despite
its considerable cost—probably between
$120 and $450 million annually—it would
contribute very little toward the goal of
enlarging the opportunity of the Na-
tion’s youth to obtain a college educa-
tion or to engage in graduate work.

Realistically speaking, the higher ed-
ucation of children from families that
enjoy a relatively large income would be
unaffected, in the main, by the tax in-
centives proposed. These families will,
in most cases, provide their children
with a higher education in any event.
On the other hand, low-income families
would derive little or no benefit from the
proposals because they pay little or no
tax. Yet it is the low-income family that
is most in need of assistance and en-
couragement in seeking to obtain a
higher education for its children.

Within the spectrum of income lying
between these poles, the amendment
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would provide assistance in inverse pro-
portion to the taxpayer’s need for such
assistance.

In this regard, the proposal to allow a
tax credit for tuition and fees would be
less defective than those to allow a de-
duction for this purpose because, to the
extent that the taxpayer has taxable in-
come, the credit would give a benefit
equal to a fixed percentage of educa-
tional expenses without regard to the
size of such income. Nevertheless, the
wealthy would enjoy the greatest benefit
from a tax credit because their children
are, in the main, educated at the more
expensive schools. The poor, conversely,
with little or no tax to pay, or with much
smaller educational expenses, would de-
rive correspondingly less benefit. As was
pointed out in a recent note in the Har-
vard Law Review, 76 Harvard Law Re-
view 369, 384, on “Tax Incentives for
Education,” in regard to bills which
would allow a 30-percent tax credit for
tuition:

[Students in reduced circumstances] if
they did attend college, probably would at-
tend a public institution with low tuition,
probably $400 or less. To such families the
80-percent credit would be worth about $120,
and correspondingly less if the tax otherwise
due were less than that amount. It seems
doubtful that many students would be able
to attend because of such a saving, when

they faced room and board expenses of $500
or more.

Moreover, in view of the fact that tui-
tion now averages $700 to $800 below the
cost of the education furnished, the en-
actment of a bill affording a 30-percent
credit for tuition might well result in no
benefit to the student whatsoever, be-
cause of the substantial possibility that
it would be the occasion for increases in
tuition.

.%s the above-mentioned note points
out:

The value of a student dollar (to the
students) under a 30-percent credit would be
43 percent greater than that of an ordinary
dollar, so that a college could increase tui-
tion by 43 percent without placing upon stu-
dents a greater burden than existed prior
to the credit; under such an increase the
student would pass the benefit of the cred-
it on to the school (at p. 385).

Indeed, the tax credit proposals might
well worsen the financial position of the
student with the least means, because
not only would he be unable to avail him-
self of its benefits, but he would be re-
quired to meet the increased tuition
charges that the enactment of the pro-
posals would be likely to stimulate.

The instant amendment would not al-
low a tax credit, for meals and lodging
of the student, nor would any such pro-
posal be feasible. Not only would the
cost be prohibitive, in relation to the ad-
vantage to be gained to the Government,
but also, as in the case of the deduc-
tion, the families most in need of assist-
ance do not now pay taxes that are suf-
ficiently large to permit them to avail
themselves satisfactorily of the benefits
of such a proposal.

It has been argued that deductions or
credits for educational expenses would
release college and university scholar-
ship funds to assist the neediest students.
Granted that there may be some release
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of such of these funds as are ex-
pended to supplement the resource of
students or their families. Granted also
that this release might enable these
families to derive sufficient benefit from
the instant proposals to enable them to
dispense with scholarship assistance.
Nevertheless, the difficulty with the argu-
ment is that scholarship funds are now
generally allocated to assist the neediest
students. The problem is not in the al-
location of institutional scholarships, but
in their limited availability.

Unlike programs of direct aid, tax
benefits are rarely reevaluated and modi-
fied in light of the purposes they were
originally intended to serve. Moreover,
the complexity of the tax law may con-
ceal defects in the allocation or extent
of the aid afforded. In my views, aid
to the educational structure should be
pinpeointed to the need, as the President’s
proposal attempts, and should be in a
form amenable to adjustment to the
changing needs of education.

I am about fo yield back my time, with
this general observation. I speak most
respectfully, but I believe it, when I say
that various proposals of one type or an-
other as substitutes for a general Fed-
eral aid to education bill will never do
the job completely, will never be fully
equitable, and will always be, partially
at least, discriminatory. We must face
what I think is the key question: Do the
American people as taxpayers have an
obligation to see to it that we proceed,
without further delay, to meet the edu-
cation crisis which now confronts the
Republic? Do the American people ap-
preciate the fact that in 17 short years,
between now and 1980, we shall have to
double the size of every college and uni-
versity in this country, and establish at
least 1,000 new colleges and universities,
with an average enrollment of 2,500 stu-
dents each, to meet the college crisis?

I do not want to divert the attention
of the American people from that crisis,
In my judgment, from the standpoint of
legislative policy, it is a mistake to be
giving attention to what I consider to be
fringe proposals. They divert attention
from the heart of the problem that con-
fronts us. The heart of the problem is
the necessity to stop wasting the poten-
tial brainpower of the youth of Ameri-
ca, not only for their own good, not only
for our good as American citizens, but
for the good of future generations of
Americans.

In my judgment, we cannot delay fur-
ther, in regard to a general Federal aid
program, the benefits which will result
to higher education from this bill, the
cost to be borne, so far as Federal par-
ticipation is concerned, by the Treasury
of the United States, into which all the
taxpayers, without discrimination as far
as their ability to pay is concerned, will
ble required to make a uniform contribu-
tion.

That is fair. I think that is an equi-
table approach. I believe that is an ap-
?roach which will help to solve the prob-

em.

That is why I believe it is necessary to
object to other approaches. That is why
I want to associate myself with the ar-
guments presented today, through my
lips, by the Department of Health, Edu-~

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cation, and Welfare, speaking for the
administration.

I yield back my time.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I am cognizant of the position of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. However, I am heartened that
a distinguished Member of this body,
who has just retired as Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, does not
agree with the arguments advanced, and
is supporting a proposal to grant tax
deductions to parents or others who may
have persons dependent upon them for
the cost of education.

I repeat that the amendment is not
intended as a substitute for other leg-
islation which I have supported—and I
intend to support the bill—but as a sup-
plement to it.

The first argument made by vhe dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon was
that the amendment was class legisla-
tion. In the first place, a sincere effort
has been made to fashion the amend-
ment so that it would give the greatest
benefit to those in more modest circum-
stances. Perhaps it does not go far
enough, but it is tailored to make it pos-
sible for a man with a $5,000 income to
get a greater benefit from it than would
a man with a $10,000 or $15,000 or $20,-
000 income.

I call the attention of the Senate to
the faet, in response to the argument,
that already we are giving a special
status in our tax law to those with de-
pendents. One of the basic prineciples
of our tax law is that if a man has 5
children, he gets a deduction of 5 times
$600. Also, a taxpayer can deduct as a
dependent anyone, whether his child or
not, who is dependent upon the taxpayer
to an extent beyond 50 percent for his
support, exactly as could be done under
the measure I am proposing. In other
words, if an uncle or grandmother or
grandfather is paying the expenses of
the child in college and over half of the
support of that child, he can take the
deduction. The deduction can be taken
for a wife; or some working wives can
take it for their husband. It can also
be taken for an individual who is work-
ing his own way through college, either
part time or full time. Under this meas-
ure, the deduction would apply to any-
one who pays educational fees and tui-
tion and also pays income tax. It does
not put a particular halo around a
parent, speaking taxwise, but it does
apply to anyone who has both taxable
income and educational fees.

The Law Review article to which the
Senator referred has fo do with an en-
tirely different approach, a 30-percent
credit. A flat across-the-board approach
on that proposal might be open to some
of the arguments which the Senator has
made in this respect, but it certainly does
not apply to the proposal before us; nor
does it apply to several of the other for-
mulas that have been proposed.

Second, the point was made that edu-
cation institutions would immediately
raise their fees and tuition costs as a
result of the passage of any such legis-
lation. I do not think we can assume
that. I have the honor to serve on the
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board of a great university. Boards of
trustees of educational institutions do
not sit around trying to figure out how
much more they can take out of parents
in their charge for tuition. They are
considerate. They raise tuition charges,
as they have done over the years, with
great reluctance and with considerable
dispute. That will continue to be the
case.

I do not think we can assume that, if
a measure like this should pass, it would
immediately result in a rise in tuition
rates.

As to the cost figures, we do not have
exact figures as yet. I have no quarrel
with those presented by the Senator.
They are the closest to any figures that
so far we have been able to get. The
figures cover a rather wide range, from
$120 million to $450 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KEATING. I yield myself 1 ad-
ditional minute.

I recognize, as we all do, that any de-
duction from taxes means some loss in
revenue to the Federal Government. I
am not at all sure that, if it resulted in
more young people being able tu get an
education and paying taxes and contrib-
uting to the economic well being of the
country, in the long run it would result
in any loss to the Federal Treasury.

I recognize that there will be opposi-
tion from the Federal departments. As
the Senator from Connecticut said, that
has always been true. But I feel that
when we hear from a Member of this
body like the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Riexcorr], who has seen the other
side of the picture, we should recognize
that the arguments of the Government
departments are without merit. He is
serving this body now as the representa-
tive of the people of his State and the
Nation. With help like that we feel we
can succeed in getting such legislation
on the statute books, despite the opposi-
tion of the Government departments.

Unless there are other Senators who
wish me to yield time to them, I shall
withdraw the amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.,

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
during the course of the colloquy be-
tween the distinguished Senator from
Oregon and the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut, I am afraid the infer-
ence may have been that my proposal on
taxes would be a substitute for the bill.
I wanted to make the record clear. In
S. 181 I note that title II would apply
only to public elementary and secondary
schools.

In this provision a tax credit would be
given after the taxes had been computed
up to $100 for taxes paid for local school
purposes. In the same bill, but in a
separate section, I have provided for a
deduction for expenses incurred in pro-
viding higher education. In the case of
the first credit that I mentioned, this
proposal, if enacted, would allow to stay
at home something in the nature of $3
to $3% billion.

That seemed to be the expense Presi-
dent Kennedy envisioned if the Govern=-
ment provided Federal assistance for
elementary education.
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It has no bearing at all on higher edu-
cation. It is true that I hope that by
the enactment of title II of my bill the
Federal Government would no longer
cast its covetous eyes on local education.
However, the section I have in the bill
allowing for a deduction for expenses in
providing higher education is substan-
tially the same as the proposal made by
the distinguished Senator from New
York [Mr, Kearing]l and the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Risicorrl.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on a procedural matter?

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator in-
form the Chair how much time he is
yielding to himself ?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Ihave anamend-
ment which I intend to call up when the
Senator from Oregon has completed the
legislative work on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from New York.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from New
York has already withdrawn his amend-
ment,

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am sorry; I did
not understand that to be the case.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator has 45
minutes on his amendment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 37,
after line 2, it is proposed to strike out
down to and including line 21, on page
49, as follows:

PART A—CGRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF
ACADEMIC FACILITIES
Appropriations authorized

Bec. 101. (a) In order to enable the Com-
missioner of Education (hereafter in this
Act referred to as the “Commissioner”) to
make grants to institutions of higher edu-
cation for the construction of academic fa-
cilities in accordance with the provisions
of this part A, there is hereby authorized to
be appropriated the sum of $180,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1864, and
each of the four succeeding fiscal years. In
addition to the sums authorized to be ap-
propriated under the preceding sentence,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and
each of the three succeeding fiscal years,
for making such grants the difference (if
any) between the sums authorized to be
appropriated under the preceding sentence
for preceding fiscal years and the aggregate
of the sums which were appropriated for
such preceding years under such sentence.

(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to sub-
section (a) of this section shall remain
available for reservation as provided in sec-
tlon 107 until the close of the fiscal year
next succeeding the fiscal year for which
they were appropriated.

Allotments to States

Sec. 102. (a) Of the funds appropriated
pursuant to section 101 for any fiscal year
(1) one-half shall be allotted by the Com-
missioner the States so that the al-
lotment to each State under this clause will
be an amount which bears the same ratio to
such one-half as the number of students
—enrolled in institutions of higher education
in such State bears to the total number of
students enrolled in such institutions in all
the States; and (2) the remaining one-half
shall be allotted by him among the States
so that the allotment to each State under
this clause will be an amount which bears
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the same ratio to such remainder as the
number of students enrolled in grades nine
to twelve (both inclusive) of schools in
such State bears to the total number of
students in such grades In schools In all
the States. For the purposes of this sub-
section, (A) the number of students enrolled
in institutions of higher education shall be
deemed to be equal to the sum of (1) the
number of full-time students and (ii) the
full-time equivalent of the number of part-
time students as determined by the Com-
missioner in accordance with regulations;
and (B) determinations as to enrollment
under either clause (1) or clause (2) of
this subsection shall be made by the Com-
missioner on the basis of data for the most
recent year for which satisfactory data with
respect to such enrollment are available to
him.

(b) The amount of each allotment to a
State under this section shall be available, in
accordance with the provisions of this part A,
for payment of the Federal share (as deter-
mined under sections 106(b) (3) and 121(d) )
of the development cost of approved proj-
ects for the construction of academic facili-
ties within such State by Institutions of
higher education. Sums allotted to a State
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
shall remain available for reservation as
provided in section 107 until the close of
the next fiscal year, in addition to the sums
allotted to such State for such next fiscal
year.

(c) All amounts allotted under this sec-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965,
and each of the three succeeding fiscal years,
which are not reserved as provided in sec-
tion 107 by the close of the fiscal year for
which they are allotted, shall be reallotted
by the Commissioner, on the basis of such
factors as he determines to be equitable and
reasonable, among the States which, as de-
termined by the Commissioner, are able to
use without delay any amounts so reallotted.
Amounts reallotted under this subsection
shall be available for reservation until the
close of the fiscal year next succeeding the
fiscal year for which they were originally
allotted.

State commissions and plans

BSEc. 103 (a) Any State desiring to partici-
pate in the grant program under this part A
shall designate for that purpose an existing
State agency which is broadly representative
of the public and of institutions of higher
education in the State, or, if no such State
agency exists, shall establish such a State
agency, and submit to the Commissioner
through the agency so designated or estab-
lished (hereafter in this part A referred to
as the “State commission"), a State plan
for such participation. The Commissioner
shall approve any such plan which—

(1) provides that It shall be administered
by the State commission;

(2) sets forth, consistently with basie
criteria prescribed by regulation pursuant
to section 105, objective standards and
methods (A) for determining the relative
priorities of eligible projects for the con-
struction of academic faecilities submitted
by institutions of higher education within
the State, and (B) for determining the Fed-
eral share of the development cost of each
such project (unless such plan provides for
& uniform Federal share for all such
projects) ;

(3) provides (A) for assigning priorities
solely on the basis of such criteria, standards,
and methods to eligible projects submitted
to the State commission and deemed by it
to be otherwise approvable under the provi-
sions of this part A; and (B) for approving
and recommending to the Commissioner, in
the order of such priority, applications cover-
ing such eligible projects, and for certifying
to the Commissioner the Federal share, deter-
mined by the State commission under the
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State plan, of the development cost of the
project involved;

(4) provides for affording to every appli-
cant, which has submitted to the State com-
mission a project, an opportunity for a falr
hearing before the commission as to the
priority assigned to such project or as to any
other determination of the commission ad-
versely affecting such applicant; and

(5) provides (A) for such fiscal control
and fund accounting procedures as may be
necessary to assure proper disbursement of
and accounting for Federal funds paid to the
State commission under this part A, and (B)
for the making of such reports, in such form
and containlng such information, as may be
reasonably necessary to enable the Commis-
sioner to perform his functions under this
part A.

(b) The Commissioner is authorized to
expend not exceeding $3,000,000 during each
of the first two fiscal years of the program
under this Part A in such amounts as he
may consider necessary for the proper and
efficient administration of the State plans
approved under this part A, including ex-
penses which he determines were necessary
for the preparation of such plans.

Bligibility for grants

Sec. 104. An institution of higher educa-
tion shall be eligible for a grant for construc-
tion of an academlic facility under this part
A only if such construction is limited to
structures, or portions thereof, especially
designed, and to be used only for instruction
or research in the natural or physieal sci-
ences or engineering or for use as a library,
and only if such construction will, either
alone or together with other construction to
be undertaken within a reasonable time, (1)
result in an urgently needed substantial ex-
pansion of the institution’s student enroll-
ment capacity, or (2) in the case of a new in-
stitution of higher education, result in creat-
ing urgently needed enrollment capacity.
Basic criteria for determining priorities and

Federal share

Skc. 105. (a) As soon as practicable after
the enactment of this Act the Commission
shall by regulation prescribe basic criteria to
which the provisions of State plans setting
forth standards and methods for determin-
ing relative priorities of eligible construction
projects, and the application of such stand-
ards and methods to such projects under
such plans, shall be subject. Such basic
criteria (1) shall be such as will best tend to
achieve the objectives of this part A while
leaving opportunity and flexibility for the
development of State plan standards and
methods that will best accommodate the
varlied needs of Institutions in the several
States, and (2) shall give speclal considera-
tion to expansion of undergraduate enroll-
ment capacity. Subject to the foregoing re-
quirements, such regulations may establish
additional and appropriate basic eriteria, in-
cluding provision for considering the degree
to which applicant institutions are effectively
utilizing existing facilities, provision for al-
lowing State plans to group or provide for
grouping, in a reasonable manner, facilities
or Institutions according to functional or
educational type for priority purposes, and,
in view of the national objectives of this Act,
provision for considering the degree to which
the institution serves students from two or
more States or from outside the United
States; and In no event shall an Institution’s
readiness to admit such out-of-State stu-
dents be considered as a priority factor ad-
verse to such institution.

(b) The Commissioner shall further pre-
scribe by regulation the basic criteria for
determining the Federal share of the develop-
ment cost of any eligible project under this
part A within a State, to which criteria the
applicable standards and methods set forth
in the State plan for such State shall con-
form in the absenece of a uniform statewide
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Federal share specified in or pursuant to such

plan. The Federal share shall in no event

exceed 3314 per centum of the development

cost of a project covered by an application

approved under this part A.

Applications for grants and conditions for
approval

Sec. 106. (a) Institutions of higher educa-
tion which desire to obtain grants under
this part A shall submit applications there-
for at such time or times and in such manner
as may be prescribed by the Commissloner,
and such applications shall contain such in-
formation as may be required by or pursuant
to regulation for the purpose of enabling
the Commissioner to make the determina-
tions required to be made by him under this
part A.

(b) The Commissioner shall approve an
application covering a project for construc-
tion of an academic facility and meeting the
requirements prescribed pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) if—

(1) the project is an eligible project as
determined under section 104;

(2) the project has been approved and
recommended by the appropriate State com-
mission;

(3) the State commission has certified to
the Commissioner, in accordance with the
State plan, the Federal share of the develop-
ment cost of the project, and sufficient funds
to pay such Federal share are available from
the applicable allotment of the State (in-
cluding any applicable reallotment to the
State);

(4) the project has, pursuant to the State
plan, been assigned a priority that is higher
than that of all other projects within such
State (chargeable to the same allotment)
which meet all the requirements of this sec-
tion (other than this clause) and for which
Federal funds have not yet been reserved;

(6) the Commissioner determines that the
construction will be undertaken in an eco-
nomical manner and will not be of elaborate
or extravagant design or materials; and

(6) the Commissioner determines that (in
addition to the assurance required by section
304 and such assurance as to title to the site
as he may deem necessary) the application
eontains or 1s supported by satisfying as-
surances—

(A) that Federal funds received by the
applicant will be used solely for defraying
the development cost of the project covered
by such application,

(B) that sufficlent funds will be available
to meet the non-Federal portion of such cost
and to provide for the effective use of the
academic facility upon completion, and

(C) that the facility will be used as an
academic facility during at least the period
of the Federal interest therein (as defined in
section 108).

(c) Amendments of applications shall, ex~
cept as the Commissioner may otherwise pro-
vide by or pursuant to regulation, be subject
to approval in the same manner as original
applications.

(d) No institution which is eligible for a
grant under title II shall be eligible for a
grant under this part A.

Amount of grant—payment

Sec. 107, Upon his approval of any appli-
cation for a grant under this part A, the
Commissioner shall reserve from the appli-
cable allotment (including any applicable
reallotment) avallable therefor, the amount
of such grant, which (subject to the limits
of such allotment or reallotment) shall be
equal to the Federal share (ascertained by
him under section 108(b) (3) ) of the develop-
ment cost of the project covered by such
application. The Commissioner shall pay
such reserved amount, in advance or by way
of reimbursement, and in such installments
consistent with construction progress, as he
may determine. The Commissioner’s reser-
vatlon of any amount under this section may
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be amended by him, either upon approval of
an amendment of the application covering
such project or upon revision of the esti-
mated development cost of a project with
respect to which such reservation was made,
and in the event of an upward revision of
such estimated cost approved by him he may
reserve the Federal share of the added cost
only from the applicable allotment (or re-
allotment) available at the time of such
approval.
Recovery of payments

Sec. 108, (a) The Congress hereby finds
and declares that, if a facility constructed
with the ald of a grant or grants under this
part A is used as an academlc facility for
twenty years following completion of such
construction, the public beneflt aceruing to
the United States from such use will equal
or exceed in value the amount of such grant
or grants. The perlod of twenty years after
completion of such construction shall there-
fore be deemed to be the perlod of Federal
interest in such facility for the purposes of
this part A.

(b) If, within twenty years after comple-
tion of construction of an academic facility
which has been constructed In part with a
grant or grants under this part A—

(1) the applicant (or its successor In title
or possession) ceases or fails to be a public
or nonprofit institution, or

(2) the facility ceases to be used as an
academic facility, or the facility is used as a
facllity excluded from the term “academic
facility” by section 121(a)(2), unless the
Commissioner determines in accordance with
regulations that there is good cause for walv-
ing the application of this paragraph to such
facllity or use,
the United States shall be entitled to recover
from such applicant (or successor) an
amount which bears to the then value of
the facllity (or so much thereof as constl-
tuted an approved project or projects) the
same ratio as the amount of such Federal
grant or grants bore to the development cost
of the facility financed with the ald of such
grant or grants: Provided, That the authority
to waive the application of paragraph (2)
of this subsection shall not apply to any case
in which a facility (A) is used for sectarian
instruction or as a place for religious wor-
ship or (B), although not used for a purpose
described In clause (A), is used primarily for
any part of a program of a school of divinity
(as defined in section 122(a)(2)). BSuch
value shall be determined by agreement of
the parties or by action brought in the
United States district court for the district
in which such facility is situated.

Administration of State plans

Sec. 109. (a) The Commissioner shall not
finally disapprove any State plan submitted
under this part A, or any modification
thereof, without first affording the State
commission submitting the plan reasonable
notice and opportunity for a hearing.

(b) Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State commission administering
a State plan approved under this part A,
finds—

(1) that the State plan has been s0
changed that it no longer complies with the
provisions of section 103(a), or

(2) that In the administration of the plan
there is a fallure to comply substantially
with any such provision, the Commissioner
shall notify such State commission that the
State will not be regarded as eligible to par-
ticipate in the program under this part A
until he is satisfled that there is no longer
any such failure to comply.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
essentially what the language provides
is to strike out, in title I, part a, section
101, the 5 years at $180 million a year,
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or a fotal of $900 million. It leaves in
title I, part b, section 113, the $120 mil-
lion a year for 5 years, or a total of $600
million.

Therefore, what I am striking at is
the $900 million that is proposed to be
provided for grants, which the Senator
from Texas [Mr. Tower] and I, serving
on the Educational Subcommittee, feel
are not needed. We have submitted
minority views to that effect.

As passed by the House, H.R. 6143 pro-
vided a combination of grants and loans
to public and private nonprofit institu-
tions of higher education for the con-
struetion of undergraduate and gradu-
ate academic facilities. The committee
adopted an amendment in the nature of
a substitute providing grants for the
construction of facilities to be used for
teaching and research in the physical
sciences, engineering, and libraries, as
well as loans for the construction of un-
dergraduate and graduate academic fa-
cilities and grants for the construction of
public community college academic fa-
cilities.

For the past few years, the Congress
has been subjected to a barrage of prop-
aganda concerning the lack of academic
facilities in our colleges and universities
which prevent many thousands of our
young men and women from pursuing a
college education. When the committee
reported out a higher education bill 2
years ago, we predicted in our minority
views, filed with the report on the bill,
that the present rapidly expanding rate
of construction of academic facilities
carried on by the States and private col-
leges might well result in an excess edu-
cational plant, some of which would re-
main unused. We pointed out further
that there are many small colleges today
which have never reached the point of
fully utilizing their existing enrollment
capacity and which, year after year, find
themselves with a student body often
considerably below the level which they
can effectively and comfortably accom-
modate. If a problem of inadequate col-
lege academic facilities does exist, then
it is a problem of maldistribution of stu-
dents among the Nation’s colleges rath-
er than any absolute shortage.

The November 4, 1962, issue of This
Week magazine contains an article en-
titled “The College Shortage Is a Myth,"”
which bears out the prediction we made
2 years ago. Responding to the warning
that the impending tidal wave of stu-
dents would create an enrollment crisis
threatening our colleges and universities,
the author, Gene R. Hawes, conducted
a survey of more than 2,000 colleges to
determine their expansion plans for ac-
commodating the anticipated increase
in college enrollment. This survey re-
vealed that, based on expected facility
construction, the Nation’s colleges and
universities would have an enrollment
capacity of as many as 5.4 million by
1965 and 7.1 million by 1970 as compared
to the expected student enroliment of
5.2 million by 1965 and 6.8 million by
1970.

Thus it is clear that the evidence is
at hand to combat the charge that the
Nation’s colleges and universities are so
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destitute of funds for constructing addi-
tional academic facilities that only the
Federal Government can rectify their
plight. As is true in the case of publie
elementary and secondary schools, the
State, local communities, and private
colleges have made the necessary prepa-
rations to meet the challenge of
increased college student enrollment
without relying on the Federal Govern-
ment to assume their responsibilities.

Apart from the lack of any demon-
strated need for this legislation, there
are several other important factors
which, if given serious consideration,
would operate against the approval of
this bill, now proposed as a 5-year pro-
gram but certain to mature into a per-
manent and costly operation.

During the past decade, every level of
education experienced a great expan-
sion in enrollment. However, projec-
tions on enrollments conducted by the
Bureau of Census indicate that from 1962
to 1970 enrollments in all levels of edu-
cation will grow at about half the rate
as compared with the past 8 years.
Whereas college and professional
schools experienced an enrollment in-
crease of 74 percent between 1954 and
1962, the projected enrollment for the
next 8 years will be only 51 percent.
Even more encouraging is the fact that
anticipated enrollments in secondary
schools will fall off by more than 50 per-
cent. Bince the high school students
of today will become the college students
of tomorrow, it is evident that future
enrollments in institutions of higher edu-
cation will become stabilized to the point
where college administrators will be
able to cope with an increased student
body under more normal conditions.

‘We have already pointed ouf that if a
problem of inadequate college academic
facilities does exisf, it is a problem of
maldistribution of students rather than
any absolute shortage. Asan illustration
of this charge, the Prudential Insurance
Co. prepared a study entitled “Facing
Facts About College Admission,” which
revealed that literally hundreds of good
buft lesser known colleges and universities
were actually seeking students and had
the facilities to accommodate them.
Many institutions have organized pub-
licity campaigns, including newspapers,
radio, and television advertising, in order
to attract young men and women to their
campuses. Confrary to the constant
stream of propaganda flowing from the
Office of Education bemoaning the fact
that students are being turned away from
college doors due to lack of adeguate
classrooms, laboratories, and libraries,

buneﬁn. “College Vacancies in the
Un.lt.ed States and Where To Apply,” re-
ports that, pursuant to & poll, nearly 800
accredifed colleges and universities still
had space available for qualified students
when school opened this fall. Another
significant fact produced by this poll is
found in the statement of the authors,
Dr. Benjamin Fine, former education
editor of the New York Times, and Sid-
ney A. Eisenberg, an independent educa-
tional researcher, that “while the Ivy
League colleges may be swamped, the
colleges with openings include many of
the finest in the country.”
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In the past few years we have seen
a trend among our colleges and univer-
sities toward befter utilization of exist-
ing college facilities by adopting the tri-
mester and quarter plans as a substitute
for the conventional semester program.
Recent studies have shown that most col-
lege classrooms are in use only about 40
percent of the time and laboratories
about 25 percent. It is evident that if
college facilities were in use year around
as well as at night and on weekends,
present facilities could more than ade-
quately handle any increase in student
enrollment.

A report by the fund for the Advance-
ment of Education bears out this conten-
tion:

Particularly in the use of space—class-
rooms, laboratories, and libraries—most col-
leges, and universities persist in traditional
and inefficient practices that waste their re-
sources and result in unneeded construction,
Studies showing excessive waste of existing
space were reported in the first manual on
space utilization prepared with fund sup-
port by the American Assoclation of Col-
leglate Registrars and Admissions Officers in
1955 and, again, In a brochure published in
1862 by the Educatlonal Facilities Labora-
tories. Some institutions are now demon-
strating that it Is possible to have well-filled
classrooms and laboratories throughout the
day and in late afternoons, evenings, and
Saturdays, and to use classrooms and labora-
tories during the summer without loss in
quality of the educational program.

It is paradoxical that even though
large-scale programs for expanding col-
lege physical plants have been going on
ever since the end of World War II and,
as pointed out above, will continue dur-
ing the coming years, the committee bill
would make available to institutions of
higher education over a billion dollars
to be expended for the construetion of
additional academic facilities, which may
prove to be in excess of need. The very
vital problems confronfing our Nation’s
colleges and universities are not even
considered and perforce will remain un-
solved.

Rising educational operating expenses,
increased tuition, and fees, primarily in
private colleges, and the need for in-
creasing faculty salaries continue to be
the major headaches of institutions of
higher education and of the parents with
children attending those institutions.

During the hearings the committee re-
ceived testimony from witnesses repre-
senting the presidents of 20 independent
colleges and universities in support of aid
to higher education through tax credits.
Briefly, this proposal would amend the
Internal Revenue Code to provide a tax
credit for tuition and fees paid by a par-
ent for a dependent attending college
and also a tax credit for gifts and con~
tributions made to colleges and univer-
sities.

Mr. President, this subject has been
debated completely in the past several
hours, but I should like to add the ad-
vantages contained in a program of this
type.

The advantages of this proposal are as
follows:

First. It would release increased funds
which could be used for those purposes
most directly related to the real needs of
each institution, public or private. In
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most cases the most urgent financial
needs have to do with the paying of
salaries and other operating costs.

Second. It would help to preserve the
diversity and flexibility of the whole
American educational system which, we
believe, is important in maintaining the
ireedoms and pluralism in our national
life.

Third. It would offer a solution to the
grave constitutional guestion which casts
a dark shadow over the whole issue of
aid to private, independent, and church-
related colleges. Such tax credits would
offer an acceptable means of channeling
greatly enlarged new funds into educa-
tion, tax-supported or privately sup-
ported, State-controlled or independent,
secular or religious—and within the
framework of a policy long established
by the Congress of giving incentive to
taxpayers to make voluntary contribu-
tions for the support of educational serv-
ices of all types of organization, philos-
ophy, and control.

Fourth. The independence of action of
each institution would be strengthened
and enhanced.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed af this point in the Recorp ap-
pendix A and appendix B, which appear
on pages 27 and 28 of the committee re-
port on H.R. 6143.

There being no objection, appendix A
and appendix B were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

APPENDIX A
[In pereent]

Projected

Actual | enroll-

enroll- ment
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of 4 pro-
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and elementary. .. 11
lﬂghe&l;'nol (grades9to 12) ... 49 24
Kindergarten to 12th grade________ 4
College and pmhsalonat sehools. 51

Source: Burean of the C fon
;{;epnzgtzs series P-20, Nos. 88 “ﬁ 120, and semm

ArPENDIX B
Vacancies FOR STunies ExisT AT 795 CoLLEgEs
(By Dr. Benjamine Fine and
Sidney A. Eisenberg)

A total of T95 accredited colleges and uni-
versities still have room for qualified stu-
dents this fall, a survey shows.

While the Ivy League ‘colleges may be
swamped, the colleges with openings Inc¢lude
many of the finest in the country. The au-
thors polled 8,000 junior and senior colleges,
technical schools, teachers colleges, and
professional schools. Each college was asked:

“Did you have room for students at your
college this past year?

“Should we refer students to you for ad-
mittance or financial ald?

“Do you have jobs avallable for students
who wish to work their way?

“Are there jobs in the community for stu-
dents for part-time work?"”

The answers from 795 colleges to each of
these four questions was “Yes.”

‘These colleges are in all parts of the United
States and cover a wide range of subjects
from engineering to agriculture, teaching,
business administration, muste, art, or nurs-
ing. The range of courses is broad.
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Students who haven't been accepted for
the 1963-64 academic year may still get
started on their college careers by applying
to these institutions immediately.

The list is also useful to high school
seniors who are now making plans for enter-
ing college in the 196465 year.

A candidate doesn't have to be an A stu-
dent to get into college. These 795 colleges
will consider & B or in many cases even a
C student, if otherwise qualified.

We recommend applying to from three to
five of these colleges.

Applicants should ask for college catalogs
and application forms. Most colleges will
ask for bilographleal sketches. Applicants
should tell the facts about themselves in
easy-to-read form, and be certain they do
not misspell words or use ungrammatical
expressions.

Many of the colleges offer scholarships,
loans, grants, or campus jobs to help pay
for tultion. Many loans are available either
through Federal, State, local, or private
sources.

The authors have prepared a bulletin list-
ing the 795 colleges in the United States
that have room for students. In addition,
this bulletin gives instructions on what to
do, how to act, and where to write.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, to
sum up my argument for the adoption of
this amendment, in this year and in the
coming years of increasingly high defi-
cits, with no indication that there will
be a lessening of demand for Federal
spending, it is incumbent upon Congress,
among its responsibilities and its duties,
to eliminate expenditures wherever pos-
sible. I am offering an opportunity to
eliminate $1.9 billion in the next 5 years.
In my opinion, this will in no way affect
the need for the bill; it will in no way
affect the accomplishments of the bill.
It merely recognizes that colleges and
universities have been able to maintain
their construction pace on their own. It
also recognizes that the encouragement
of this procedure is desirable.

I hope that Senators will realize the
urgent need of protecting the economy
anywhere, particularly in a place where I
believe it is obvious that funds being au-
thorized are not needed, nor will they be
needed in the years ahead. As I recall,
the President, in his message to Con-
gress, asked only for loans. They were
provided in S. 580. I would hope that
we might be fashioning what the Presi-
dent has requested. I remember that
last week the Senate authorized funds in
the amount of 15 times what the Presi-
dent asked for. I find myself now on
the side of President EKennedy, asking
that we in Congress protect the economy
and provide only for loans, as the Presi-
dent has asked.

Mr. President, I desire to ask for the
yeas and nays on my amendment. I do
not see a sufficient number of Senators
in the Chamber at the moment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, the time
for a quorum call not to be charged to
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Goldwater
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

I urge the Senate to reject the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ari-
zona because, in my judgment, the effect
of the amendment, if adopted, would be
no bill. The vote on this amendment will
determine whether the Senate wants a
bill on higher education or not.

The amendment would eliminate all
the grant provisions of H.R. 6143 in part
A. Itis an amendment which repudiates
the House action, because the House has
passed a general grant bill in part A.
The Senate has already defeated the
Prouty amendment, which would have
had the Senate adopt the House bill with
its across-the-board general grant pro-
visions.

The Senate is being offered a categori-
cal grant bill. It is being offered the bill
of the conference committee last year,
minus title II, which was a student loan
assistance program. It was represented
by the House last year that the confer-
ence report bill was defeated because of
title II, so we have eliminated title II.
We are merely saying, respectfully, to
the House: “Let us take the conference
bill of last year, in the main, which is a
bill that vides for categorical use
grants but also for some general pur-
pose loans."”

The Senator from Arizona would elim-
inate all grants found in title I, part A.
In my judgment, to adopt his amendment
would make the higher education bill in
this session of Congress as dead as a
dodo. We shall have trouble enough this
year getting a conference bill out of the
House, even a limited categorical use
grant bill.

I ask for the rejection of the Gold-
water amendment, not only from the
standpoint of the legislative strategic
problem which confronts the Senate; I
ask for its defeat on the merits of the
issue itself.

One-third matching grants are sorely
needed. The construction needs to pro-
vide for increased facilities for higher
education will not be met unless we pro-
vide for categorical use grants, The dif-
ference between the program offered by
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTER] and the program offered by a
majority of the committee on this issue
is, “Is there a demonstrated need?” In
essence, I think it is fair to say that the
Senator from Arizona takes the position
that there is no need for a grant pro-
gram. I believe that is a fair summary
of his position. He makes the following
contentions on this point: That the pres-
ent rapidly expanding rate of construc-
tion of academic facilities might result
in an excess of facilities.

Mr. President, his position is quite dif-
ferent from the testimony given before
our committee by witness after witness,
educator after educator, and college pres-
ident after college president. Their
testimony supported the major argu-
ment which I have made for days in the
Senate, in seeking to support the bur-
den of proof, which is mine, that there
is a need for the proposed legislation.
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If we cannot establish the need for it,
of course my case will fail. However, I
believe I have clearly shown the need.

Without going into too much detail,
I reiterate the contention made by Dr.
Logan Wilson, president of the American
Council on Education, who points out
that between the present time and 1980
we shall need to double the size of every
existing university and college, and also
to add 1,000 new colleges, with an aver-
age enrollment of 2,500 students each if
we are to meet the human demand.

Mr. President, on page 5 of the com-
mittee report there is to be found fur-
ther argument in support of this need.
Without taking time to read that part
of the report, I ask unanimous consent
that an excerpt from the report, be-
ginning on page 5, and going to the end
of the first paragraph on page 6, be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the report (No. 557) was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

On page 581 of the subcommittee hearings,
in the recommendations on desirable na-
tional action for higher education presented
by Dr. Mason Gross, president of Rutgers
University, on behalf of the Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges,
there appear the following paragraphs:

“While our associations and others have
repeatedly called attention to this approach-
ing enrollment bulge, and while State uni-
versities and land-grant colleges have made
almost desperate efforts to prepare for it,
they are far behind in meeting the need for
classrooms, laboratories, and libraries.

“We belleve that 1963 is the fateful year,
representing the last clear chance to provide
these facilities in time to accommodate those
who wish to and should utilize them. Even
should appropriations for the construction
of these bulldings be available early in 1963,
the bulldings themselves could not possibly
be completed before the end of 1964,

“Putting it In its simplest terms, unless
funds for academic facilities construction
become available in 1963, there will be many
of the youth of the Nation who will not be
educated at the college and university level.

“Our assoclations do not suggest that the
Federal Government should or could be the
sole source of these funds. On the confrary
we belleve that Federal support is relatively
minor when compared with the support
which has come and must come from State
governments, municipal governments, indi-
viduals, business enterprises and voluntary
associations. But Federal action s critically
important now—Iin 1063—for without it
higher education cannot meet the challenge
of the future. Of greater importance—the
Nation cannot either.”

Dr. Donald E. Deyo, president of the
American Assoclation of Junior Colleges, in
presenting the need for expansion of junior
college facilities, said (p. 1066 of the hear-
ings) :

“We know, for example, that capital ex-
penditures for public junior colleges rose
from $41 million in 1960-61 to $56 million
in 1961-62, an increase of 32 percent. In 20
States recently sampled, the aggregate State
share of appropriations for operating ex-
penses of junior colleges, will be approxi-
mately $81 milllon for 1962-63, a gain of a
little more than 41 percent over comparable
appropriations 2 years ago. In response to
a survey conducted by the U.S. Office of Ed-
ucation, public junior colleges reported they
would need approximately $82 million a
year during the next 5 years just for expan-
elon of existing plants to accommodate an-
ticlpated increases in enrcllment. In light
of the number of new institutions belng es-
tablished each year, estimated capital outlay
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requirements would, of course, be substan-
tially higher.”

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, for the
last 4 years for which construction data
have been tabulated, 1957-61, the invest-
ment in academic, research, and general
facilities would provide accommodations
for approximately 150,000 additional
students per year while enrollments have
increased at an annual average of 205,000
during the same period. Considerable
improvement in the utilization of exist-
ing plants has been accomplished, in
order to accommodate more students
each year. The construction of dormi-
tories and other auxiliary facilities has
been accelerated, because of the stimulus
given to that type of construction by
loans available from the Housing and
Home Finance Agency, through the col-
lege housing loan program. The argu-
ments of the distinguished Senator from
Arizona failed to recognize that 20 per-
cent of academic facilities presently in
use are substandard and functionally
obsolete, Serious facilities shortages in
the areas of health and research have
frequently been documented.

Mr. President, we also have the prob-
lem of getting rid of firetraps and other
obsolete structures now in use. We will
continue to use them until we can get
them replaced, but I cannot feel that
they are a substantial argument for say-
ing that there is no need for additional
facilities.

Second, it is also argued that many
existing facilities are not fully utilized.
This is true if one assumes that any stu-
dent would be interested in the program
offerings of any college having room for
him. Because of the specific interests of
students, they may not be interested in
going to a junior college, a technical in-
stitute, a theological school, or even a
college located in a distant community,
just because it may have some exira
space. Improvement can be made in
space utilization, but it is only a partial
solution to the need for more capacity;
and such greater utilization will not
begin to be more than a drop in the
bucket, as compared with our need to
have additional facilities built by the year
1980.

Third, it is argued by the Senator from
Arizona that a survey made by Mr. Gene
R. Hawes indicated that institutions had
expansion plans to accommodate 7.1 mil-
lion students by 1970, compared to ex-
pected student enrollments totaling only
6.8 million by 1970. He further claimed
that evidence was at hand, based upon
the Hawes' report, that would combat
the charge that Federal assistance was
needed.

It is interesting to note that the author
of the survey purported by the Senator
from Arizona to prove that no need for
Federal assistance existed has denied
Senator GoLbpWATER's charge that the
author’'s work made it clear that there
was no essential need for Federal aid to
higher education. Dr. Hawes stated:

But Senator GoLpwaTEer falled to note that
my figures represented planned expansion
for which an estimated $15 billion will be
needed for buildings alone, as I had also re-
ported. No mention of Federal aid was made
in the article, and his unfounded conclusion
that no Federal aid is needed could lead to
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very serious consequences for the Nation's
youth and future strength. Fellow Senators
should not support Mr. GOLDWATER'S bill on
the basis of his mistaken interpretation.

The Hawes’ study was based upon the
answers received from institutions hav-
ing 54.4 percent of total higher education
enrollment to the single statement:

To aid parents in long-range planning,
please estimate what the institution’s total
full-time undergraduate capacity is likely
to be by 1865 and by 1870.

The Office of Education made a study
of enrollments and facilities for the 5-
year period, 1961-65, with data obtained
from institutions having 88 percent of
total higher education enrollment. In-
cluded in the findings of this survey
were: First, institutions would be able
to accommodate 41 percent more stu-
dents in 1965 than 5 years earlier, only
if funds were obtainable; second, a net
additional capacity of 174,000 students
existed at that time—approximately one-
half of the present annual rate of in-
crease; third, overcrowding in dormi-
tories was reflected by a net overcapac-
ity of 2 percent in dormitories—thus,
these facilities would need to be con-
structed at a continued accelerated rate;
and fourth, almost $5 billion would need
to be invested in instructional, research,
and general facilities in the 1961-65
period, to meet their needed expansion.
To reach this level, the institutions re-
ported that they would need to obtain
$808.5 million from sources not known
at the time of reporting; $258.8 million
from the Federal Government; $758.3
million from borrowing; $1,156.3 million
from gifts; and the balance from State
and local government sources—$1,710.3
million—and from other sources—$207.1
million. Thus, less than 55 percent of
the amount needed to meet plans was
expected to be available from historically
traditional sources of State and local
appropriations for public institutions
and gifts for private institutions.

By way of comparison, for all types of
academic needs in all higher education
institutions, it is estimated that the rate
of investment should be at an annual
average rate of $1.5 billion at least
through the balance of the decade of the
1960’s. This excludes the needed in-
vestments in dormitories, dining halls,
student centers, and other auxiliary fa-
cilities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp ex-
cerpts from a letter from Mr. Gene R.
Hawes, the author of the survey from
which the Senator from Arizona has
quoted. The letter is dated January 22,
1963, and was written pursuant to a re-
quest I had made for clarification of the
data. I also ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the REcorp
certain other material alluded to in his
letter bearing upon the article. I make
this request in the interest of saving
time.

There being no objection, the letter
and the supplementary documents were
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

HawTHORNE, N.Y.,
January 22, 1963,

DeEar ——: Enclosed 18 the material you

requested by telephone yesterday in connec-
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tion with Senator GoLDWATER'S misinterpre-
tation of my This Week magazine article. It
consists of:

1. A tearsheet of the article with a vital
qualification omitted by the Senator brack-
eted In red.

2. The draft of a statement I've asked my
publisher to issue expressing my views spe-
cifically of Senator GoOLDWATER's interpreta-
tion (feel free to use this statement whether
my publisher decides to issue it or not).

3. My own detalled statement concerning
the future capacity survey findings, an 8-page
onionskin typed carbon. You may copy and
use this in any way you wish, but I would
appreciate its prompt return as it is my only
copy; you may keep all other enclosures.

4. The publisher's news release on the fu-
ture capacity survey findings, a sharply con-
densed version of the above statement that
gives in addition the national ex-
pansion by type of Institution (last line,
chart B).

5. For your general information, the earlier
publisher’s news release giving my tabula-
tions of survey data concerning admisslons
policy selectivity.

I hope this may be helpful to you.

Sincerely,
GENE R. HAWES.

AUTHOR REFUTES SENATOR GOLDWATER CHARGE

New Yorx.—Fellow Senators of the Hon-
orable BarrY M, GOLDWATER, of Arizona, were
asked not to join in sponsoring his Educa-
tional Opportunities Act of 1963 as Senator
GorowaTer had invited them to do by to-
day (Friday) on the basis of a magazine
article interpretation the Senator had made
in support of his bill.

The author of the article denied yester-
day (Thursday) Senator GOLDWATER'S
charge that his work made it clear that
there was no essential need for Federal aid
to higher education.

Gene R. Hawes, whose article appeared in
the November 4, 1962, issue of This Week
magazine, had based it on information
gathered for the second edition of his book,
“The New American Guide to Colleges.”
Through the publisher of the Signet Key
paperback, the New American Library, he
issued yesterday (Thursday) the following
statement:

“My article did report that the Nation's
colleges and universities, which I had sur-
veyed for my guide fo colleges, expect to ex-
pand enough to accommodate all the young
men and woman predicted to want to attend
through 1970. But Senator GoLpwaTeR failed
to note that my figures represented planned
expansion for which an estimated $15 bil-
lion will be needed for bulldings alone, as I
had also reported.

“No menfion of Federal ald was made in
the article, and his unfounded conclusion
that no Federal aid i1s needed could lead. to
very serious consequences for the Nation's
youth and future strength. Fellow Sena-
tors should not support Mr. GOLDWATER'S bill
on the basis of his mistaken interpretation.”

[From This Week magazine, Nov. 4, 1862]
THE COLLEGE SHORTAGE Is A MyTH—HERE'S
NeEws: A SURVEY OF 2,000 CoLLEGES FORE-
casTs RooMm ForR EVERYONE WHO SERIOUS-

LY WanTs To Go

(By Gene R. Hawes)

Cuaicaco.—Ever since 1954, when Execu-
tive Dean Ronald B, Thompson, of Ohio
State University, first warned of “the im-
pending tidal wave of students,” people have
been hearing about the enrollment ecrisis
threatening our colleges in the 1960's. .

I can now report that, if present expansion
plans are realized, there will be room in col-
lege—room for all of our children who se-
riously want to go—through the 1960's,

I know because I asked the colleges—all
the colleges, more than 2,000 of them. This
had never been done before. A
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Dean Thompson predicted 5,200,000 stu-
dents by 1965 and 6,800,000 by 1970. My
survey showed that the Natlon’s colleges,
given reasonable help, should have a match-
ing capacity of as many as 5,400,000 by 1965
and 7,100,000 by 1970.

Exciting expansion projects, I've learned,
are going ahead in all sections. Lake Forest
College in Lake Forest, Ill., reported building
in progress and plans to expand full-time
enrollment 50 percent. Newark State Col-
lege, Union, N.J., said it will more than
double capacity on its new New Jersey
campus.

College after college told me of similar
plans. I added and analyzed their figures
with the help of an expert, Eugene T. Calla-
han, assistant head of data processing for
the Chicago public schools. Our final grand
totals wiped out the shadowy but alarming
myth of a great college shortage ahead.

As yet, my figures on future capacity rep-
resent expansion planned by the colleges.
They'll need $15 billion for bulldings, alone,
one authority estimates. However, there’s
every reason to believe they'll succeed in
raising the money. In the past 20 years col-
leges have shown amagzing ability to grow.

My survey revealed some other facts about
colleges of the future, I learned that as
they continue to grow, they'll change in im-
portant ways. Here are some of the new de-
velopments parents and college-bound chil-
dren should be aware of:

Famous colleges: Some of the great pri-
vate colleges like Yale and Harvard plan rela-
tively limited or no expansion of their under-
graduate facilities. But some, like Colum-
bia, are projecting Important growth, And
several topnotch State universities, such as
California and Wisconsin, are in the midst
of tremendous expansion programs.

Lesser known colleges: There are hundreds
of new or previously little-known schools
now offering fine educations to a rapldly ex-
panding body of students. Many are lo-
cated in or near major cities.

Junior colleges: In general, public colleges
and universities are expanding more rapidly
than private ones. Perhaps the most dra-
matic growth is among publicly supported
junior colleges. Most of these offer educa-
tion of good quality, and many of thelr stu-
dents graduate and then switch to a large
university.

Big versus small colleges: Even though you
yourself may have gone to a small college,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

be -minded about the size of your chil-
dren’s future alma maters. There are im-
portant advantages in the blg universities—
wider curriculums, richer activities.

New ways of learning: Don’t be surprised if
your child’s chosen college uses what strikes
you as radical departures—such as year-
round operation, very large lecture sections,
television or teaching-machine instruction,
or increased independent study.

New areas of learning: Programs for train-
ing vocational speclalists like electronic
techniclans, jet-engine mechanics, medical
alds, and computer operators have multi-
plied by the dozens, particularly in our
junior colleges, alongside the traditional
collegiate liberals arts and sclences.

Study abroad: Your youngster may have
an opportunity to join the growing thousands
of American students each year who get
part of their college education at forelgn
universities,

Immediately ahead: College-admissions
policies everywhere will be a little stiffer for
the next 2 or 8 years. The numbers of appli-
cants are expected to take a sudden 50 per-
cent jump from 1963 to 1965, probably faster
than the colleges will be fully ready.

Here are three admissions centers, run by
groups of colleges, to which you can write for
help in finding a college: College Admissions
Center, 810 Church Street, Evanston, Ill.; Col-
lege Admissions Assistance Center, 41 East
65th Street, New York 21, N.Y.; and Catholic
College Admissions Center, 500 Salisbury
Street, Worcester 9, Mass,

REPORT ON THE FmsT NATIONAL SURVEY OF

PuTURE COLLEGE CapacITY: 1966 anD 1970

‘Will America’s colleges have room enough
for all the young people who will want a
college education through the 1960’s?

Parents are understandably worried for
their children as gaining admission grows
steadily more difficult and the numbers
pressing into college continue to mount.

College enrollments in 1946 stood at 2
million. Ten years later, in 1856, they had
neared 3 milllon. Today they have reached
just about to the 4-million mark.

And the bulk of the tidal wave of stu-
dents due through the 1960's still looms
ahead.

The question of “Will there be room?"”
moved each house of Congress to authorize
$11; billlion for constructing college facill-
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tles in the sesslon ended just last month,
But the measures, passed in separate bills,
falled when differences between them could
not be resolved In joint conference.

By contrast, a heartening answer to the
question of “Will there be room?" has been
glven by the colleges themselves.

"YTheir answer is a qualified but resolute,
es.”

America's colleges and universities will
have room for the unprecedented numbers
of students due through the 1960's if their
expansion plans can be realized.

This was found in a recent college~by-
college survey of more than 2,000 institu-
tions that is believed to be the flrst of its
kind.

In earlier studies sponsored by the Ameri-
can Assoclation of Collegiate Registrars and
Admissions Officers, maximum enrollment
projections have been made for each future
year by Dr. Ronald B. Thompson, executive
dean at Ohio State TUniversity. Dean
Thompson first warned of the “impending
tidal wave of students” in his now-famous
phrase—and flgures—in 1954.

His most recent figures on national en-
rollment demand include maximum pro-
jections of 5,200,000 for 1965 and 6,800,000
for 1970.

Matching maximum capacity figures in the
new survey total 5,400,000 by 1965 and
7,100,000 by 1970 for all colleges and uni-
versities.

These totals were made public for the
first time today (Sunday) in an article in
This Week magazine by Gene R. Hawes, who
conducted the survey for the second edition
of his book “The New American Guide to
Colleges."

The totals represent maximum expansion
planned by the colleges, he stressed. Esti-
mates of the funds that the colleges will need
in order to expand on this large a scale
range upward from §15 billion for bulldings
alone.

Future capacity figures for each Institu-
tion are reported with other basic facts
about the college in the second edition of
his book, which was published earlier this
year by the New American Library and Co-
lumbia University Press.

Being made public for the first time in
this statement are the regional figures on
future college capacity and expansion by
type of college that follow:

Amount by which colleges tn major regions plan expansion by 1970

Percenta, 1961-62 Amount Rank tage 1061-62 Amount
Reglon wl;]y] whi enrollment | by which | order by Reglon 'I? which enrollment | by which urdar b{
expand will expend| amount 1 expand expand| amoun
Pacifie ! 126 €18, 900 781,100 | 1st. tain 7 68 176, 600 120, 400 | 8th.
‘West Bouth Central 2. ... 107 328, 200 347,800 | 4th, Somh Atln.ntle o e 68 450, 200 307, 800 | 5th.
East North Central oo 20 761, 500 688, 500 | 2d. New Eng 47 200, 700 117,300 | 9th.
East South Central ¢ =S 20 200, 700 181,800 | 7th.
Middle Atlantic b oo 77 668, 000 513,000 | 3d. United Btates. .. .c-cecen-- 85| 103 801,000 | 3,898, 500
‘West North Central®. ... 2 846, 700 251,300 | 6th.
1 Pacifie: California, O Wnﬂhington Alnaka. Hawall. f Mountain: Arizona, Colorade, Idaho, M , Nevada, New Mexico, Utah,
2 West south central: ain Oklahoms, Texas. Wyoming.
? East north central: ﬂlinoiS. dillm. fchigan, Ohio, Wisoonsln § %nth Atlantie: Delaware, District of Columbla, Florida, Georglu. Mnrylsnd,
« East south central: Alabama, Kentueky, Mississippi, Tennessee. North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West V Einla L e
vania. " New Enghmd Connecticut, Maine, M , New H Rhode

s Middle Atlantic: New Jersey, New York, Penns
B(:u \&e-ﬁ. north central: Towa, Kansas, Minnesota, M

New England (Connecticut, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
Vermont)

[217 colleges, 8.4 percent of U.8. total; population, 5.8

percent of U.8. total]
1065 1970
capacl awes survey).. 000 368, 000
Rorchmens dstosd crhams |
study) 841, 000 415, 000
Indicated shortage..........| 35,000 47,000

url, Nebraska, North Dakota,

Island, Vermont.

of col lanning largest expan-
slon by 1870 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1861-62 enrollments) :

Percent
Public junior colleges oo ocoemeeeeon 137
Teachers and State teachers colleges.__. 98
State universities 3
Private junior colleges..._ . _______.. 65
Private coed liberal arts colleges..._.._- 42
Engineering and technical colleges (few

institutions)

(Expansion by 1870 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: Men's

10 Includes ™, 500 other (territorles, military, etc.).

liberal arts colleges, 13 percent; women's
liberal arts colleges, 13 percent; private uni-
versities, 11 percent.)

Middle Atlantic (New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania)

[434 colleges, 16.7 percent of U.B. total: population, 19.1
percent of U.8. total] oy

1965 1970

Cr.llle 1,181, 000

1,120, 000

924, 000
884, 000

capacity (Hawes survey)..
ment. demand (Thompson
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Types of colleges planning largest expan-
sion by 1970 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1961-62 enrollments) :

Percent
Public junior colleges.  ecccamcacacn 224
State universities 132

and technical colleges (few

institutions) 180
State colleges_ e D
Teachers and State teachers colleges.. 89
Private universities_ . _________________ 51
Private coed llberal arts colleges______ 45

(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: Men’s
liberal arts colleges, 21 percent; women's
liberal arts colleges, 23 percent; private
junior colleges—few institutions, 61 percent;
colleges in special flelds, 36 percent.)

South Atlantic (Delaware, District of Colum-
bia, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West
Virginia)

[870 colleges, 14.3 percent of U.B. total; population, 14.3
percent of U.8. total]
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colleges in special fields—relatively few in-
stitutions, 76 percent.)

East south central (Alabama, Kentucky,
Mississippi, Tennessee)

[101 colleges: 7.4 percent of U.8. total; population,
6.7 percent of U.8, tntal}'

1965 1970
College capacity (Hawes survey)..| 202,000 382, 000
Eprollment demand (Thompson
Pty R R L 275,000 | 851,000
Types of colleges planning largest

expansion by 1970 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1961-62 enrollments):

Percent
Public junior colleges 93
Private junior colleges. 21
Engineering and technical colleges....- 91
LR T T et e SR R 88
State universities___ 80
Private coed liberal arts college- ... 64

West south central (Arkansas, Louisiana,
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Mountain States (Arizona, Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mezico, Utah,
Wyoming)

[118 colleges, 4.5 percent of U,8. total; population, 3.0
percent of U,8. total]

1965 1970
College capacity (Hawes survey)..| 240, 000 297, 000
Enrollment demand {"I'hompg)n
7 T S R 289, 000 345, 000
Indicated shortage. . _.o.oooofeeeeonoo . 48, 000

Types of college planning largest expan-
slon by 1870 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1961-62 enrollments) :

Percent
Private universities 102
State universitles. . __________ [:
Private coed liberal arts colleges......_. 49

(Expansion by 1870 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: State
colleges, 33 percent; few or relatively few
institutions—public junior colleges, 116 per-

ok cent; private junior colleges, 112 percent;
1965 1970 tahoma, Tezas) teachers and State teachers colleges, 49 per-
- [230 coll , 89 p ; ‘}IUUésiotz:‘i?l: population, 9.4 cent.)
percent of U.B,
gm gw({:&gg‘&sgg;&ﬂﬁ- 600,000 | 758,000 Pacific (California, Oregon, Washington,
B i 591,000 | 754,000 1065 1970 Alaska, Hawaii)
267 colleges, 9,7 percent o; g.s. total; population, 11.9
Types of colleges planning largest expan- College capacity (Hawes survey)..| 446,000 | 671,000 i i fei i )
sion by 1970 (and percentage expansion Eﬂt"ﬁﬂ’ﬁ“"tfmmc(“m] ..... 465,000 | 608, 000 1965 1970
planned above 1961-62 enrollments): i .-
Indicated shortage____._____ 19,000 |_________.
Percent golle‘g.c capacity (ngc'lsrgurvey}.. 1,002, 000 | 1, 400, 000
Public junior colleges .- ... 183 BUAT) oo | 068,000 | 1288000
L e e e 93 Types of colleges planning largest ex- '
S5 Sints toaobers oolleges 82 pansion by 1970 (and percentage expansion
Pﬁxmva.te funior colleges = 73 planned above 1961-62 enrollments): Types of colleges planning largest expan-
tite solieges B o Percent Son by 1970 (and percentage expansion
e R T e R T A planned above 1961-62 enrollments) :
Colleges in special fields 73 Public junior colleges. e 116
""""""" Private junior colleges. ... 113 Percent
(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll- Private coed liberal arts colleges_._._. 82 State colleges.._. - 146
ments planned by other major types: Private State colleges -- 71 State universities -—- 115

coed liberal arts colleges, 34 percent; men’'s
liberal arts colleges, 19 percent; women's
liberal arts colleges, 28 percent; private uni-
versities, 40 percent; engineering and tech-
nical colleges, 14 percent.

East north central (Illinois, Indiana, Michi-
gan, Ohio, Wisconsin)

470 colleges, 18,1 percent of U.8. total; population, 20.2
t # percent of U.8. total] -

Teachers and State teachers o;ollagea-.. 67

(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: Men’'s
liberal arts colleges—few institutions, 130
percent; private universities 44 percent;
State universities, 58 percent.)

West north central (lowa, Kansas, Min-
nesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Dakota)

1085 1970
College capacity (Hawes survey).. |1, 000,000 | 1,450, 000
Enrollment demand (Thompson
study) 993,000 | 1,369, 000

Types of colleges planning largest expan-
slon by 1970 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1961-62 enrollments):

Percent
Private junior colleges (relatively few

institutions) 317
Btate colleges. .- ... 118
State universities 113
Public junior colleges .- — oo 111

Teachers and State teachers colleges_... 101
Colleges for Bible and religious studies
few institutions) 126

(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: Private
coed liberal arts, 57 percent; men's liberal
arts colleges—relatively few institutions, 90
percent; women's liberal arts colleges, 59
percent; private universities, 48 percent; en-
gineering and technical colleges, 68 percent;

[270 , 10.8 percent of U.8. total; population, 8.6
percent of U.8. total]
1966 1970
College capacity (Hawes survey)..| 486,000 | 598, 000
Enroll t d d (Thompson
study) 607, 000
9, 000

Types of colleges planning largest expan-
slon by 1870 (and percentage expansion
planned above 1961-62 enrollments) :

Percent
State colleges 22
Publie junior colleges 82
State wuniversities 70
Teachers and State teachers colleges... 68
Private wuniversities 67

(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: Pri-
vate coed liberal arts colleges, 53 percent;
women's liberal arts colleges, 56 percent;
men's liberal arts colleges, 41 percent; pri-
vate junior colleges—relatively few institu-
tions, 71 percent.)

Public junior colleges. 95
Teachers and State teachers colleges.._. 107

(Expansion by 1970 above 1961-62 enroll-
ments planned by other major types: private
coed liberal arts colleges, 72 percent; men's
liberal arts colleges, 64 percent; colleges in
special fields, 112 percent.)

Total capacity figures in the new survey
are maximum ones, Mr. Hawes points out.
Computation of them was based on the as-
sumption that nonrespondents in the sur-
vey would expand in the same proportions by
region and type of institution as respondents.

Institutions representing 54.4 percent of
the total U.S. college enrollment in 1961-62
responded in the survey, he states. Assuming
no expansion on the part of nonrespondents
gives U.S. total capacities of 4,672,000 by 1965
and of 5,642,000 by 1970.

Corresponding projections of minimum-
maximum enrollment demand in Dr. Thomp-
son’s study are 4,666,000-5,206,000 by 1965
and 5,456,000-6,817,000 by 1970.

Eugene T. Callahan, assistant head of data-
processing for the Chicago public schools,
helped in the computation and analysis of
data in the new survey.

In giving the future capacity figures in the
survey, colleges answered the question: “To
ald parents in long-range planning, please
estimate what the institution's total full-
time undergraduate capacity is likely to be
by 18656 and 1970.” Appropriate corrections
were made in the figures received to make
them directly comparable with Dr. Thomp-
son’s projections, which include graduate-
level and part-time degree-credit students.

Likely future capacity figures are given for
individual colleges in the “New American




1963

Guide to Colleges” so that parents might
assess the prospects of their younger chil-
dren for admission to particular colleges and
types of colleges in future years.

Findings of the future capacity survey for
each major reglon of the country appear on
the attached sheets.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time the Senator from Oregon has
yielded to himself has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 5
additional minutes.

Mr. MORSE. There is no question
about the sincerity and conviction of the
Senator from Arizona. He and I have
served on the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare for many years. As
chairman of the subcommittee, I am
greatly indebted to him for the coopera-
tion he has extended to me time and
time again. We have found ourselves in
agreement on a great many subjects. On
such occasions, we have either been co-
sponsors of the proposal or we have
argued together on the same side on the
floor of the Senate or in committee.

He and I have a difference on the is-
sue before the Senate, of the burden of
proof, that is as deep and wide as any
chasm could be. I believe that the evi-
dence is against his position. There is
such a crying need for rapid action in
supplying facilities to the institutions of
higher learning that if we do not under-
take the program, we shall threaten the
greatest security weapon we have, which
as I have said so many times, is the de-
velopment to the maximum extent pos-
sible of the potential brainpower of the
youth of America.

‘We cannot do so unless we supply the
necessary facilities that would make it
possible for those who want to go to col-
lege to go to college.

Their numbers far exceed the pre-
dictions that my good friend the Sena-
tor from Arizona makes. I am greatly
concerned.

To bring it close to home, last week,
by way of an initiative in my State, the
people of my State voted on the tax bill
adopted by the last session of the legis-
lature. I am glad that they had an op-
portunity to vote on the issue, because
I am a strong supporter of the Oregon
system of referendum and recall. The
people thought there were a great many
inequities in the tax structure adopted
by the State legislature, and therefore,
by an initiative vote of approximately
3 to 1, they canceled out the tax program
of the legislature.

The Governor has had to call a special
session of the legislature to determine
what to do in relation to our tax struc-
ture. If this initiative decision of the
people stands—and it will stand until
the legislature adopts another tax pro-
gram more to the liking of the people of
our State—the cuts will have to be taken
in two main areas—education and pub-
lic welfare. Some savings undoubtedly
will be made wherever they can be made
in every department of State operation,
but Senators should have been with me
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last Thursday afternoon when I sat with
the president of Portland State College
in Portland.

He sald, “Senator, unless some funds
are supplied, in view of the cuts that will
have to be adopted as a result of the vote
of the people last Tuesday, 1,800 to 2,000
students now enrolled in Portland State
will have to be dismissed at the end of
this quarter. We cannot even keep them
here. We had already turned down, at
the beginning of the present term, hun-
dreds of students who wished to come in.
But we have not the facilities for them.”

That was not a single college presi-
dent, speaking for himself. That is the
burden of the testimony we received
from college president after college
president from coast to coast. We are
already denying admission to the col-
leges of America to thousands of young
men and women who wish to go to col-
lege. Now, in effect, it is proposed by the
amendment to impose further restric-
tions. We cannot ignore the human fac-
tors. They are deeply involved in the
bill for which I am pleading in the
Senate. To illustrate, I should like to
read a letter which is typical. It is dated
October 5:

DEeAr SENATOR MoRsE: I am wrlting to you
in behalf of my 20-year-old son, Kenneth—

Giving his last name,

He 1s desperate to get a college education.
This is his junior year and he has had to
work hard for money during the summer
months., He has borrowed and pald back
several college loans and has even forgone
the pleasure of owning an automobile the
whole time.

This fall he registered at Portland State
College in order to keep his job to pay his
way and not go back to Oregon State Uni-
versity at Corvallls, where he has attended
previously.

The boy was an honor student at Cor-
vallis. We are talking about the plight
of an honor student.

Continuing to read from the letter:

He wants to major in medicine and has
chosen to be a physician as his life profes-
slon. He played on the first team of football
for his 4 years at Jefferson High School, was
an honor student last year at OSU, and
is a member of Alpha Tau Omega fraternity
and in good standing.

Now, after registering at Portland State
College, the registrar has informed him that
he cannot attend this term because all his
classes that he signed up for are full and
there is no room for him.

The professors do not give him much sat-
isfaction in trying to work out the problem
and do not seem to show the interest that
we think they should for one so interested in
his education.

This situation is a big disappolntment to
Een and a vital concern to us, his parents,
and we would surely appreciate anything you
can do to help us.

Very truly yours,

Mr. President, I cannot be of any help
when the facilities do not exist.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 more minutes.

We must build the facilities to meet
the needs of such young men and wom-
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en all over fhe country. We cannot do
so unless the Federal Government as-
sumes its fair share of the burden.

Mr. President, I urge that the Gold-
water amendment be rejected. I urge
the passage of the bill as the committee,
by an overwhelming vote, reported it to
the Senate.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The distinguished Senator from Ore-
gon commented on the article of Mr.
Gene Hawes, to which I referred in my
minority views.

First, I do not believe I have said that
Federal aid is not needed at higher edu-
cational levels. I do not find any refer-
ence to Federal aid in Mr. Hawes’ article.
I obtained my information in large
measure from the survey of that dis-
tinguished man. Our contention is that
grants are not needed, that the univer-
sities and colleges have been taking care
of their building programs, and they
have been more than adequately taking
care of them. In his article Mr. Hawes
said:

As yet, my figures on future capacity repre-
sent expansion planned by the colleges.
They'll need $15 billion for buildings alone,
one authority estimates. However, there's
every reason to belleve that they'll succeed
in rnlslng the money. In the psst 20 Years
colleges have shown amagzing ability to grow.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article by Mr. Hawes, entitled “The
College Shortage Is a Myth,” which ap-
peared in This Week magazine on No-
vember 4, 1962, be printed at this poing
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE COLLEGE SHORTAGE Is A MYTH
(By Gene R. Hawes)

CHICAGO.—Ever since 1954, when Executive
Dean Ronald B. Thompson, of Ohlo State
University, first warned of the impending
tidal wave of students, people have been
hearing about the enrollment crisls threat-
ening our colleges in the 1960's. ;

I can now report that, if present expansion
plans are realized, there will be room in
college—room for all of our children who
serlously want to go— the 1960's.

I know because I asked the colleges—all
the colleges, more than 2,000 of them. This
had never been done before.

Dean Thompson predicted 5,200,000 stu-
dents by 1965 and 6,800,000 by 1970. My
survey showed that the Nation's colleges,
given reasonable help, should have a match-
ing capaclty of as many as 5,400,000 by 1965
and 7,100,000 by 1970.

Exciting expansion projects, I've learned,
are golng ahead in all sections. Lake Forest
College in Lake Forest, Ill., reported bullding
in progress and plans to expand full-time
enrcllment 50 percent. Newark State Col-
lege, Unlon, N.J., sald it will more than dou-
ble capacity on its new New Jersey campus.

College after college told me of
plans. I added and analyzed thelr figures
with the help of an expert, Eugene T. Cal-
lahan, assistant head of data processing for
the Chicago public schools. Our final grand
totals wiped out the shadowy but alarming
myth of a great college shortage ahead.

As yet, my figures on future capacity rep-
resent expansion planned by the colleges.
They'll need $15 billion for buildings alone,




19876

‘one authority estimates. However, there’s
-every reason to belleve they'll succeed In
raising the money. In the past 20 years
colleges have shown amazing ability to grow.

My survey revealed some other facts about
colleges of the future. I learned that as they
continue to grow, they'll change in impor-
tant ways. Here are some of the new devel-
opments parents and college-bound chil-
dren should be aware of:

Famous colleges: Some of the great pri-
vate colleges like Yale and Harvard plan rela-
tively limited or no expansion of their un-
dergraduate facilities. But some, like Col-
lumbla, are projecting important growth.
And several topnotch State universities, such
as California and Wisconsin, are in the midst
of tremendous expansion programs,

Lesser known colleges: There are hundreds
of new or previously little known schools
now offering fine educations to a rapidly ex-
panding body of students. Many are lo-
cated in or near major cities.

Junior colleges: In general, public colleges
and universitles are expanding more rapid-
ly than private ones., Perhaps the most
dramatic growth is among publicly sup-

Junior colleges. Most of these offer
education of good quality, and many of their
students graduate and then switch to a large
university.

Big versus small colleges: Even though you
yourself may have gone to a small college,
be openminded about the size of your chil-
dren’s future alma maters., There are im-
portant advantages in the big universities—
wide curriculums, richer activities.

New ways of learning: Don’t be surprised
if your child's chosen college uses what
strike you as radical departures—such as
year-round operation, very large lecture sec-
tions, television or teaching-machine in~
struction, or increased independent study.

New areas of learning: Programs for train-
ing vocational specialists like electronic
technicians, jet-engine mechanics, medical
alds, and computer operators have multi-
plied by the dozens, particularly in our
Jjunior colleges, alongside the traditional col-
legiate liberal arts and sclences.

Study abroad: Your youngster may have
an opportunity to join the growing thou-
sands of American students each year who
get part of their college education at for-
elgn universities.

Immediately ahead: College admissions
policles everywhere will be a little stiffer for
the next 2 or 3 years, The numbers of ap-
plicants are expected to take a sudden 50-
percent jump from 1963 to 1965, probably
faster than the colleges will be fully ready.

Here are three admissions centers, run by
groups of colleges, to which you can write
for help in finding a college: College Admis-
slons Center, 610 Church Street, Evanston,
Ill.; College Admissions Assistance Center,
41 East 64th Street, New York, N.Y.; and
Catholic College Admissions Center, 500
Balisbury Street, Worcester, Mass.

Mr. GOLDWATER. All I can say is
that if Mr. Hawes now disagrees with his
own conclusions, I have to agree with
them. That kind of article is written for
the edification of the public and for the
edification of people in publie life. I find
that his analysis of 2,000 colleges coin-
cides with what I have suspected to be
true. I am grateful to him for having
provided the langnage. But I do not
think he can back up on it, because these
articles are written for us to gain our
own conclusion.

I remind my distinguished friend from
Oregon that when he states that the
adoption of my amendment would mean
no bill, at the last Congress we passed a
bill very similar to the one now before
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the Senate but containing no grants.
The bill provided only for loans. For the
life of me I cannot understand why we
have to go to grants when the colleges
are perfectly willing to borrow the money.
We make adequate money available.
The interest rates are not difficult. Re-
payment is not difficult. The controls so
far are not difficult or insurmountable.
So I see no reason for us to suddenly go
to grants, particularly if we are to follow
the admonition of many Senators to ad-
here closely to the wishes of the Presi-
dent.

The President submitted a draft of a
bill to strengthen and improve educa-
tional equality and educational oppor-
tunities in the Nation, under the title
“Expansion and Improvement of Higher
Education.” In his message of January
29, 1963, relative to a proposed program
for education, the President said:

I recommend therefore the prompt enact-
ment of a program to provide loans to public
and nonprofit private institutions of higher
education for the construction of urgently
needed academic facllities.

So, although I do not often find myself
in total or partial agreement with the
President—a delightful person though he
is—I now find myself in complete accord.
I stand here as a Republican trying to
help the New Frontier. I do not wish it
to get out of bounds. I do not wish to
see the mules galloping off in one direc-
tion and the wagon going in another.

The President has said he is going to
control the spending by Congress by not
asking for more programs that require
more money. I suggest to Senators on
both sides of the aisle that this is a golden
opportunity to put our shoulders to the
wheel and help the wagon master of the
New Frontier to get the wagon train go-
ing down the trail of fiscal responsibil-
ity—down the trail that points to a more
sound dollar—and also at the same time
head it down a trail that points to better
educational facilities,

As the Senator from Oregon knows, 1
have gone along with him on this type
of legislation. He and I fought shoulder
to shoulder last year in conference—
futilely, I might say, because we never
came up with a happy solution, but we
tried. But my opposition to this proposal
is based on the fact that, without any
request from the President, there have
been included grants to colleges. The
colleges have been getting along perfectly
well with loans. I see nothing wrong or
dishonorable in the practice of Ameri-
cans borrowing money and paying it
back.

Mr. President, I have no further
comment to make on my amendment. I
urge Senators to support it so that they
can help education and at the same time
give the President an opportunity to say
to the American people, “I meant what I
said. Here is $800 million saved."”

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Arizona. On this question the yeas and
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nays have been ordered; and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr, Ax-
DERSON], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. BRewsTER], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. Cannon], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CrurcH], the Senator from
Oklahoma [(Mr. Epmonpson], the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTEE],
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HavDEN],
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Lowg],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lona],
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mac-
NUsoN], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PeLL], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymiNcTON], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. WiLriams], and the Senator
from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] and
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. Awnperson], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypeNn], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr, Lowng], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNuson], the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMINcTON],
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-

Liams], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YareBoroucH] would each vote
“nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. BRewsTER] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “nay,” and the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick] is paired with the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
North Dakota would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. HarTke] is paired with the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. EpMOND-
son]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Indiana would vote “nay,” and
the Senator from Oklahoma would vote
"Yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CHURCH] is paired with the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastrawp]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Idaho would vote “nay,” and the Senator
from Mississippi would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. CannoN] is paired with the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ErrLewper]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nevada would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Louislana would vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron] is absent on official business as
Congressional Advisor to the Radio Con-
ference of the International Tele-
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communications Union, Geneva, Switzer-
The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Jorpan], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Boees] and the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. MunpT] are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorToON] is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Boces] is paired with the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Tower]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Delaware would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Texas would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. JorpaN] is paired with the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Burpick]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Idaho would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from North Dakota would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Dominick] is paired with the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from Maryland would vote “nay.”

If present and voting the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MorTon] would vote
unay-u

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 53, as follows:

[No. 195 Leg.]
YEAS—21
Allott Hill Russell
Bennett Holland Saltonstall
Byrd, Va. Hruska Simpson
Curtis Lausche Sparkman
Dirksen MecClellan Btennis
Ervin Mechem Talmadge
Goldwater Robertson Thurmond
NAYS—53
Alken Inouye Moss
Bartlett Jackson Muskie
Bayh Javits Nelson
Beall Johnston Neuberger
Bible Jordan, N.C. Pastore
Byrd, W. Va. Eeating Pearson
Carlson Kennedy Prouty
Case Euchel Proxmire
Clark Mansfield Randolph
Cooper McCarthy Ribicoft
Dodd McGee Scott
Douglas McGoyern Smathers
Fong McIntyre mith
Gore McNamara Walters
Gruening Metealf Williams, Del
Hart Miller Young, N. Dak,
Hickenlooper Monroney Young, Ohio
Humphrey Morse
NOT VOTING—26
Anderson Edmondson Magnuson
Boggs Ellender Morton
Brewster Engle Mundt
Burdick Fulbright Pell
Cannon Hartke Symington
Church Hayden Tower
Cotton Jordan, Idaho Williams, N.J.
Dominick Long, Mo. " Yarborough
Eastland Long, La.

So Mr. GoLpwATER's amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, what is
pending before the Senate? Is an
amendment pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be offered, the question is
on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

Without objection, the committee
amendment as amended is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
an:endment and the third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
compelled to vote against the bill (H.R.
6143) to authorize assistance to public
and other nonprofit institutions of
higher education. It is difficult for me
to vote against an education bill. I be-
lieve this may be the first one against
which I shall have voted during my serv-
ice in the Senate. In that time I have
introduced, cosponsored, and supported
many bills to provide assistance for
primary and secondary schools and for
colleges and universities. I supported
the original bill and subsequent bills
which have provided aid to public col-
leges and universities and housing loans
for private, nonprofit colleges. I still
support such aid.

I will vote against the pending bill
because I believe its provision of loans for
the general purposes of church-related
schools contravenes the first amendment
to the Constitution. In a number of
cases decided in recent years, beginning
with the Everson case in 1947, the Su-
preme Court has laid down the constitu-
tional principle by which any State or
Federal legislation providing aid to
church schools must be tested. This
constitutional principle interprets the
first amendment to the Constitution,
which provides in its first clause:

The Congress shall make no law respecting
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof,

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excerpt from the majority
opinion written by Mr. Justice Black in
the Everson case may be printed in the
REecorp at this point. I will quote the
essential statement of the constitutional
principle as it applies to the pending bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

The establishment of religion clause of
the first amendment means at least this:
Neither a State nor the Federal Government
can set up a church. Neither can pass laws
which aid one religion, aid all religions, or
prefer one religion over another. Neither
can force nor influence a person to go to or
to remain away from church against his will
or force him to profess a belief or disbelief
in any religion. No person c¢an be punished
for entertaining or professing religious be-
liefs: or disbellefs, for church attendance or
nonattendance. No tax in any amount,
large or small, can be levied to support any
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rellgious activities or institutions, whatever
they may be called, or whatever form they
may adopt to teach or practice religion.
Neither a State nor the Federal Government
can, openly, or secretly, participate in the
affairs of any religious organization or
groups and vice versa. In the words of Jef-
ferson, the clause against establishment of
religion by law was intended to erect a wall
of separation between church and state.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, it will
be noted that the principle laid down is
this:

No tax In any amount, large or small, can
be levied to support any religious activities
or institutions, whatever they may be called,
or whatever form they may adopt to teach
or practice religion.

I make the point that it is of no im-
portance whether the aid is called a
grant or loan. The gravamen of the
issue is whether the aid is derived from
tax funds. If there were no doubt about
the constitutionality of the aid, the type
of aid made available to all schools
should be the same. As grants are made
available to public institutions, grants
ought to be made available to private
institutions and church schools as well,
if such general aid to church related
schools is constitutional.

The Supreme Court, in the Everson
case, approved the reimbursement fo
parents of the cost of bus transportation
of their children to church schools upon
the ground that transporting a pupil to
a church school was for the direct bene-
fit of the child and only of “incidental
benefit” to the school.

Congress has enacted a number of laws
providing various types of aid to stu-
dents attending church schools. I have
supported such bills, Among those are
the provision of scholarship loans to
high school graduates, and fellowships
to university students under the Nation-
al Defense Education Act, which I helped
write as a member of the Committee on
Labor and Education. Another is the
provision of lunches to all school chil-
dren, whether in public or private
schools. Other legislation provides loans
for the construction of college housing.

While these enactments have not been
tested in the courts, I believe the court
could decide that they are of primary
benefit to the students, and only ineci-
dentally beneficial to the church-related
colleges, and the aid provided is consti-
tutional.

Other types of aid have been made
available, such as the provision of scien-
tific equipment and research grants to
colleges and universities, which have
been argued to be proper and constitu-
tional upon the basis of their essentiality
to national defense. Again, this type of
aid has not been tested on the Courts,
and I do not attempt to speculate upon
the position the Supreme Court might
take if such enactments were questioned.

The bill before the Senate proposes
to go further in the extension of aid to
church related schools than any other
legislative proposal with which I am
familiar. The bill would provide loans
for the construction of “academic facil-
ities.” 'The “academic facilities,” and
the exclusions so far as they relate to
church and private schools, are defined



19878

in section 121 of the bill. I ask unani-
mous consent that the applicable pro-
visions of section 121 may be printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR LOAN
AND GRANT

Programs
Definitions

Sec. 121. As used In this title—

(a) (1) Except as provided in subparagraph
(2) of this paragraph, the term “academic
facilities” means structures suitable for use
as classrooms, laboratories, libraries, and re-
lated facilities necessary or appropriate for
instruction of students, or for research, or for
administration of the educational or re-
search programs, of an institution of higher
education, and maintenance, storage, or
utility facilities essential to operation of the
foregoing facilities,

(2) The term “academic facilities” shall
not include (A) any facility intended pri-
marily for events for which admission is to
be charged to the general public, or (B) any
gymnasium or other facility speclally de-
signed for athletic or recreational activities,
other than for an academic course in phys-
ical education or where the Commissloner
finds that the physical integration of such
facilities with other academic facilities in-
cluded under this title is required to carry
out the objectives of this title, or (C) any
facllity used or to be used for sectarian in-
struction or as a place for religious worship,
or (D) any faclility which (although not a
facllity described in the preceding clause) is
used or to be used primarily in connection
with any part of the program of a school of
divinity.

Mr. COOPER. The definition of aca-
demic facilities includes every type of
facility and every type of building that
can be constructed for the use of a
church-related school, with the excep-
tion of buildings which would be used
for religious instruction or worship
buildings to which entrance fees could
be charged the public and facilities de-
signed for athletics or recreation. I
know it will be argued that as the defini-
tion of ‘“academic facilities” excludes
those structures which would be used for
sectarian instruction, or as a place of
religious worship, the prohibition of the
first amendment is satisfied.

Considering the principle laid down by
the Supreme Court that no tax may be
levied to “support any religious activi-
ties of institutions,” this argument is
_not tenable. If tax funds can be pro-
vided fo construct practically any type
o? buildings used by a church-related
school, as this bill would do, it cannot
be said that such support is of only “in-
cidental benefit” to the college or univer-
sity, within the exception laid down in
the Everson case.

In the case of Illinois Ex. rel. McCol-
lum against Board of Education, which
followed the Everson case, the Supreme
Court held that a public school building
could not be used by a religious denomi-
nation for religious exercises during
so-called released time. If a school
building constructed by the use of taxes
levied upon all the people cannot be
loaned to conduct religious exercises, it
is illogical for the Congress to say that
loans from a tax levy against all citizens,
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can be made to a church school to con-
struct practically all of its academic
facilities.

In the “prayer cases,” recently de-
cided, the Supreme Court reaffirmed the
constitutional provision cited in the
Everson case. It seems clear that if a
simple prayer exercise cannot be con-
ducted in a public school because it is
supported by tax funds, on the ground
that to do so would tend to establish a
religion, it is illogical to argue that
tax funds can be made available to con-
struct practically all of the facilities of
a church-related college.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from EKentucky has
expired.

Mr., COOPER. I yield myself 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

In taking this position, I do so with
full knowledge and appreciation of the
great place that religious colleges have
in our national life. They educate thou-
sands of young men and women. They
provide for them special values in the
breadth of their teaching, and funda-
mental values in the teaching of religion.

My opposition to this provision of the
bill rests upon constitutional grounds—
the constitutional prineciple that has been
determined by the Supreme Court in case
after case since 1947. It may seem dull
and theoretical to speak of a bill like
this in constitutional terms; but we are
talking about a constitutional prin-
ciple—that of the separation of church
and state—which has been held essential
in our national life since the founding
of the Republic. We cannot ignore it.

One who takes this position may run
the risk of being charged with having
bias or prejudice against some religious
denomination. Our church schools are of
all denominations—Protestant, Catholie,
Jewish, Mormon, and other faiths, The
principle runs across the whole breadth
of our religious denominations. I am,
therefore, not speaking about any par-
ticular religious denomination; the prin-
eiple I support applies to all church-
related schools.

I have had the honor of serving as a
member of the board of trustees of
Georgetown College, a Baptist college in
Eentucky. I have the honor of serving
as a trustee of a Presbyterian college in
Kentucky, the second oldest college west
of the Allegheny Mountains, Centre Col-
lege which I attended for a year. I serve
today as a member of the Yale Council of
Yale University, a university which I
attended. Thus, I make my statement
upon the basis of what I consider to be
the principle enunciated in the recent
cases decided by the Supreme Court,
without regard to any church-related
college or university.

Last Tuesday, the distinguished senior
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Er-
vin] and I offered an amendment which,
if it had been adopted would have strick-
en from the bill the provision of tax
funds for the construction of academic
facilities for church-related schools. The
amendment was rejected by a vote of 55
to 26.

A second amendment which we offered
provides a procedure by which a taxpay-
er will be enabled to test the validity of
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loans to church-related school for such
general purposes as the construetion of
practically all its buildings. This amend-
ment was adopted by a vote of 45 to 33.
I hope that this second amendment will
be retained in conference and will be
approved by the House, because what-
ever one's opinions may be about the
interpretation of the first amendment as
it relates to Federal and State aid to
church-related schools, it is important to
the public schools, the church schools,
and our country to have this issue
settled.

As I said earlier, I have supported and
helped write a number of measures in
which aid of different types has been
made available to students attending
church-related schools—including col-
lege housing—because I consider such aid
to be of direct benefit to the students and
to be constitutional. But I cannot sup-
port this bill because it goes far beyond
any previous legislative enactment. Itis
a measure which provides, in substance,
general support to church-related
schools. I believe it contravenes the first
amendment to the Constitution as it has
been interpreted by the Supreme Court
in case after case since 1947.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield as
much time as he may require to the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I in-
tend to vote for the bill, but I shall do so
with some reservations. I shall vote for
it because I think the good in the bill
greatly outweighs the bad. The advan-
tages in the bill greatly outweigh the
disadvantages.

I am much disturbed about an amend-
ment which was adopted last week, the
so-called second Ervin amendment,
which has just been alluded to by the
distinguished Senator from KEentucky
[Mr. CooreEr]. I take an exactly oppo-
site view of that amendment. The
amendment was represented as being an
amendment to give to the taxpayer the
right to challenge the constitutionality
of the bill. I find no fault with that,
and I said so on the floor of the Senate
when the amendment was being debat-
ed. But there is a sleeper in the amend-
ment. I should like to eaution the con-
ferees to give it a good, hard, long look.

The amendment provides, in part:

Upon the bringing of such civil action,
the Commissioner shall refrain from con-
summating the proposed grant or loan and
withhold the amount of the proposed grant
or loan until the final determination of the
clvil action.

I do not think the Senate gave suffi-
cient thought to realizing exactly what it
was doing in this respect. The meaning
of the amendment is that any taxpayer
who is dissatisfied for any reason, wheth-
er it be one of substance or one that is
frivolous, may bring suit; and upon the
bringing of the suit, the court cannot
decide whether the suit is frivolous or
not, either upon ex parte action or upon
the bringing in of testimony before the
court; but must decide it merely upon
the bringing of the suit; and the Com-
missioner shall refrain from consummat-
ing the loan or grant until such time as
tHe final determination has been made.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. 1yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to express agree-
ment with the Senator from Rhode Is-
land and to tell him that I did not vote
for the amendment, because of my
enormous respect for the courts and the
law. The Senator is right in presenting
this guestion for precisely that reason.

In my opinion, the amendment would
deprive the court of its basic function
to issue injunctive relief, not only if the
suit was not frivolous, but also if the
court did not believe there would be any
damage that required the whole proceed-
ing to be stayed.

Mr. PASTORE. There are many peo-
ple in my State who believe that Brown
University, of which I am proud fo be a
trustee, is a religious-affiliated institu-
tion. I do not believe it is, in the sense
that has been spoken of on the floor of
the Senate; but if there is in Rhode
Island a taxpayer who merely thinks it
is, he can come to the District of Co-
lumbia and seek a writ for a declaratory
judgment. The minute he secures it,
he ties the hands of the Government. I
say that is wrong.

It is regrettable that Senators did not
heed the admonition of the majority
leader last Tuesday, when he said, in
effect, “Will you please remain on the
floor of the Senate to listen to the debate
on this amendment, because we shall be
voting on it within a matter of minutes?”
What the Senate did by rejecting the
first amendment offered by the senior
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin] was to repudiate, with 55 votes,
an amendment which would have denied
any aid to an institution which was sup-
posed to be religiously affiliated. That
amendment was substantially defeated
by the Senate.

But the Senate did not reject the sec-
ond amendment, and what it did by
adopting the second amendment was to
put the bill to death. The Senate said
it would give to the taxpayer—and I
agree to that proposal—the right to
challenge constitutionality, but would
leave it to the court to determine whether
the money should be held up for reasons
to be given to the court. But we are
not doing that. We are saying that the
minute the taxpayer brings his action,
we will leave it to one individual to say
that thousands of young men and
women, who possibly would be educated
under the financing bill, could not have
facilities until the taxpayer was satisfled
that a final determination had been
made. In any proposed legislation we
have passed, we never have gone quite
this far,

I repeat that I hope the conferees
will take a good, long, hard lock at this
amendment, and will reserve, if they
wish to, the right of the taxpayer to
bring suit, but will not allow him to hold
up the grants or the loans merely by his
bringing the suit but will lave that
judgment within the equity jurisdiction
of the court. Any other arrangement
would be self-defeating, If that provi-
sion were retained in conference, as the
Senator from Kentucky has urged, it
would be catastrophic.
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Mr. President, I repeat that I shall
vote for the bill; but when I vote for it,
I shall have on my lips a fervent prayer
that the conference will reject that part
of the amendment which in my opinion
is offensive.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McINTYRE in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Oregon yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from New York such time as he may
need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish
to speak in support of the position taken
by the Senator from Rhode Island. I
also wish to speak of the constitutional
argument made by the Senator from
Kentucky. Let me say that I am one of
his greatest “fans.”

First, Mr. President, let me say that
I have voted against adoption of the
amendment, although that does not
mean that I will not do everything that
I can, as one of the conferees, if I am
appointed one of them, to preserve the
part of the amendment which I think
should be preserved in the conference, for
that is the will of the Senate. But I
think the amendment would give an
unprecedentedly great power—and I use
advisedly the word “power”—to the in-
dividual litigant, for by means of the
amendment we have opened the door, as
the Senator has argued. As I recall, he
said, “Let us not shut the door of the
court on the right to sue.”

However, by opening the doors to the
courts, I think we have shut the doors
to the Treasury, and therefore have
tended to defeat our purpose in connec-
tion with this measure. I am familiar
with court cases that have dragged along
4, 5, 6, or 7 years, and in connection
with this measure, we are racing against
time.

I shall support the bill, because I think
it is our duty to provide for the 7 million
college students who are expected to be
enrolled in our colleges and universities
by 1970, as compared with the 3,600,000
enrolled in them today. I believe this is
both our duty and our choice, because I
believe that if we do not provide for the
94-percent increase in this decade, we
shall leave our Nation defenseless in an
area in which must be very vigorously
strengthened; namely, in the area of
science, technology, the education of its
people and the capability of its industry
and technology not only to keep abreast
of the rest of the world, but also, if
possible, to lead it.

Mr. President, so much for the amend-
ment. I am very hopeful that we shall
be able to find a way to retain its funda-
mental idea, so that this question may
be tested, but without running into the
difficulty of nullifying the entire act as
a result of the unprecedented power
whict:h would be given the individual liti-
Eant.

Mr. President, as for the constitu-
tional argument, it is very interesting to
me to find that men of very enlightened
minds, who know that the law matures
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and develops, and who have seen the
Brown against Board of Education de-
cision of 1954 succeed the separate-but-
equal doctrine which came outf in the last
century, take the position that our courts
will stand still in this area. As a matter
of fact, the constitutional question was
very carefully considered in the com-
mittee. The distinguished Senator who
is in charge of the bill, and who is chair-
man of the subcommittee, is one of the
most distinguished lawyers in the Sen-
ate. Others of us who serve on the sub-
committee had very deep concern about
our doing anything which we feel would
not be in accord with the Constitution,
because it is the traditional and historic
duty of Congress to pass only the laws
which it believes to be constitutional.
I and other Senators have voted against
bills which we liked very much, but
which we did not think were constitu-
tional. We did so because we believed
that to be part of our responsibility.

However, Mr. President, instead of
believing, as a lawyer, that this bill is
unconstitutional, I have the very deep
conviction that by means of this bill
we are proceeding along the line of the
logical extension of decisions already
made by the Supreme Court. I do not
believe the Court will take the narrow
view that in order to be consistent with
its philosophy and theory, we have no
right to consider the needs and require-
ments of all students, both those who at-
tend church-managed or church-sup-
ported colleges and those who attend
public colleges or universities. I do not
believe the courts will take the narrow
view that the benefit must flow directly
to the student, and may not flow to the
sudent through the institution itself,
provided we have taken the necessary
precautions to make sure that in that
process the purpose is not abused or dis-
torted or that the law does not indirectly
sustain the religious aspects of the in-
stitution concerned.

In short, Mr. President, I believe that
the court would say, “The ultimates
must be considered. Congress has taken
action to benefit the students. If, in
order to do that, Congress finds it more
efficient to have the benefits it provides
for the students go through the insti-
tution he attends, and if Congress has
taken the necessary safeguards in or-
der to be sure that channel is kept clear,
we will go along with that measure.” I
believe that is what the court would
rule.

I think we have taken another pre-
caution—and this is why I very strongly
support the bill, incorporating the cate-
goric grant and loan proposal, because
we have already given our strong sup-
port to education which is completely
secular in character and which is essen-
tial in terms of the national security and
the national defense. We have already
done that most successfully, and now we
are confinuing in that tradition, by
making an extension to the construe~
tion of the necessary facilities in order
to give further support to the same
principle.

Therefore, Mr. President, I believe that
we are proceeding on constitutional
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grounds, for, first, we are proceeding in
a way to benefit the students; and I be-
lieve that although we shall do so
through the institutions concerned, the
courts would go along with that pro-
cedure by allowing us to provide the
means which will be of benefit to the
students.

Second, I believe we have given an
added sanction, in terms of the idea of
categoric grants and loans, by taking
the steps we should take in pursuance
:it our duty to safeguard the Constitu-

on.

Therefore, Mr, President, I believe the
bill meets the existing need in a way
which cannot be achieved through any
other means, and I believe it does so in
& constitutional way. Furthermore, I
believe the conferees will do their ut-
most to make sure that the citizens do
have a right to test the constitution-
ality and the legality of the law, but
without frustrating the entire congres-
sional purpose in passing the bill.

Finally, Mr. President, inasmuch as
I have demonstrated here on the floor
my very great concern with the ques-
tion of providing fuller and more equal
opportunity, without regard to color,
as regards those who might apply for
admission to educational institutions, I
should like to speak briefly on that point
in connection with this bill. It is a fact
that there are completely segregated in-
stitutions of higher learning in a number
of the Southern States, as the U.S. Civil
Rights Commission has documented as
recently as August 1, 1963. I ask unani-
mous consent to have this information
printed at this point in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum, followed by an addendum list,
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SEGREGATED-DESEGREGATED STATUS OF INSTITU-
‘TI0NS OF HIGHER LEARNING IN THE SOUTH-
ERN UNITED STATES

(US. Commission on Civil Rights, August 1,

1963

Colleges and univml?t.ies listed as segre-
gated restrict their enrollments, elther by
policy or statute, to students of only one
race. Institutions listed as desegregated
have been attended by students of more
than one race, although the composition of
the student body at the present time may
or may not be biracial. Schools which
have adopted policies of nondiserimination
in admissions, but which have not yet been
attended by students of more than one race
are noted separately.

Institutions have been accredited by the
appropriate regional assoclation unless noted
(*) to indicate provisional or probationary
status. Institutions offering less than a 4-
year curriculum are designated (JR.). En-
rollment figures given for public institu-
tions are those of SBeptember 1862. (Source:
Southern Education Reporting Service, sta-
tistical summary, November 1962), Enroll-
ment figures given for private institutions
are those of September 19861. (Source:
1962-63 Education Directory, pt. 3, Office of
Education, U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.)

ALABAMA
1. Segregated—Public
A, All White

Alabama College, Montevallo, 1,925.

~Auburn University, Auburn, 14,519.

Florence State College, Florence, 3,109.

Jacksonville State College, Jacksonville,
8,906.
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Livingston State College, Livingston, 1,215.
Troy State College, Troy, 3.208.
B. All Negro

Alabama State College, Montgomery, 8,300,

(*)
I1. Segregated—Private
A. All White

Athens College, Athens, 573 (*) (Southern
Methodist).

Birmingham-Southern College, Birming-
ham, 1,108 (Southern Methodist).

Howard College, Birmingham, 2,188 (South-
ern Baptist).

Huntington College, Montgomery,
(Methodist) .

Judson College, Marion, 329 (Southern
Baptist).

Marion Institute (Jr.), Marion, 321 (Prl-
vate corporation).

SBacred Heart College, Cullman, 172 (Ro-
man Catholic).

St. Bernard College, St. Bernard, 577 (Ro-
man Catholic).

Snead Junior College (Jr.),
(Southern Methodist) .

Boutheastern Bible College, Birmingham,
no accreditation (private corporation).

Southern Union College, Wadley, no ac-
creditation (Jr.) (Congregational Christian).

Walker College, Jasper, 350 (private cor-
poration).
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Boaz, 505

B. All Negro

Miles College, Birmingham, 835 (Christian
Methodist Eplscopal Church (CME)).

Oakwood College, Huntsville, 313 (Seventh
Day Adventist Church).

Stillman College, Tuscaloosa, 406 (Presby-
terian).

Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee, 2,366 (pri-
vate corporation).

111. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White

University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, 27,048
(includes extension centers at Birmingham,
Gadsden, Mobile, Montgomery, Dothan, Sel-
man, and Huntsville (integrated, June
1963) ).

B. Predominantly Negro

Alabama Agricultural and Mechanical
College, normal, 1,081(*).

IV. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White

Spring Hill College, Spring Hill,
(Roman Catholic).

B. Predominantly Negro

Talladega College, Talladega, 412 (Congre~
gational Christian).

ARKANSAS
I. Segregated—Public

In policy all the public colleges and uni-
versities in Arkansas are desegregated. The
University of Arkansas desegregated volun-
tarily in 1948. The seven other colleges
adopted desegregation in principle in 1856 on
the advice of the State attorney-geneml

II. Segregated—Private
A, All White

Harding College, Searcy, 1,280 (Church of
Christ) .

Hendrix College, Conway, 610 (Methodist),

John Brown University, Siloam Springs,
325 (private corporation).

Little Rock Unlversity, Little Rock, 1,466
(private corporation).

Quachita Baptist College, Arkadelphia,
1,230 (Southern Baptist). (Two African
graduate students were admitted in January
1962. The school has adopted a policy of ad-
mitting all gualified students from the for-
elgn mission fleld If they are recommended
by two SBouthern Baptist foreign mission-
arles.)

Southern Baptist College (JR.), Walnut
Ridge, 198 (Southern Baptist) .
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B. All Negro

Shorter College (JR.), North Little Rock,

151 (African Methodist Episcopal Church).
III. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White

Arkansas Agricultural and Mechanical Col-
lege, College Heights, 1,109.

Arkansas Polytechnle College, Russellville,
1,646.

Arkansas State College,
3,443,
Arkansas State Teachers College, Conway,
2,276.

Henderson State Teachers College, Arka-
delphia, 1,741.

Southern State College, Magnolia, 1,435,

University of Arkansas, Fayetteville,
6,867. (As a general rule the university ac-
cepts qualified Negro students for graduate
or undergraduate work not otherwise avail-
able to Negro students in the State.)

B. Predominantly Negro
Arkansas Agricultural, Mechanical and
Normal, Pine Bluff, 2,288. (Policy only; no
white student ever enrolled.) .
IV. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White
Arkansas College, Batesville, 232 (Preshy-
terian).
College of the Oszarks, Clarksville, 434
(Presbyterian).
B. Predominantly Negro
Philander Smith College, Little Rock, 619
(Methodist). (Policy only; no white student
ever enrolled.)

State College,

FLORIDA
I. Segregated—Public

Negroes have been admitted to the for-
merly all-white State 4-year schools in
Florida, and segregation remains widespread
at the junior college level. The 29 junior
colleges are operated under the wvarious
county school boards. Theoretically their
pupils are subject to the State pupil place-
ment law. However, in fact, there are usu-
ally two junior colleges operated by the
same board—Negroes being assigned to one
and whites the other. About B00 Negroes
have attended classes with whites at Dade
County Junior College, and several other
junior colleges (see below) each have a few
Negro puplils.

II. Segregated—Private
A. All White

Embry-Riddle Aeronautical Institute,
Miami, 333 (private corporation).

Florida Christlan College, Tampa,
(junior) (private corporation).

Florida Southern College, Lakeland, 2,448
(Methodist).

Jacksonville University, Jacksonville, 1,733
(4-year school but has junior accreditation)
(private corporation).

Rolling College, Winter Park, 1,586 (pri-
vate corporation).

University of Tampa, Tampsa, 2,614 (pri-
vate corporation).

B. All Negro

Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona Beach,
B80 (private).

Edward Waters College, Jacksonville, 736
(African Methodist Episcopal Church).

Florida Normal and Industrial Memorial
College, St. Augustine, 328 (private corpora-

tion).
II1. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White
University of Florlda, Galnesville, 14,289,
University of South Florida, Tampa, 3,618.
Florida State TUnlversity, Tallahassee,
10,621,
Dade County Junior College, Miami.
Palm Beach County Junior couege 8t.
Petersburg.
Daytona Beach Junior College, Daytona
Beach.
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Manatee Junior College, Bradenton.
Broward Junior College.

B. Predominantly Negro
Florida A. & M., Tallahassee, 2,867 (policy

only).
IV. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White

College, Miami, 789 (Roman

Barry
Catholic).

Stetson University, Deland, 2,111 (South-
ern Baptist).

University of Miami, Coral Gables, 12,988
(private corporation).

GEORGIA

1. Segregated—Public
A, All White

Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College,
Tifton, 808.

Augusta College, Augusta (Jr.), 1,069.

Columbus Junior College, Columbus, 763.

Georgla Military College (Jr.), Milledge-
ville, 245 (city controlled).

Georgia Southern College, Statesboro,

2,124,

Georgla Southwestern College (Jr.), Amer-
icus, 610,

Gordon Military College (Jr.), 200 (elty
controlled). i

The Women's College of Georgia, Milledge-
ville, 937.

Medical College of Georgla, Augusta, 367.

Middle Georgia College (Jr.), Cochran, 660.

North Georgia College, Dahlonega, 886.

South Georgia Junior College, Douglas,
688

Southern Technical Institute, Chamblee
(branch of Georgia Tech.), 977.

Valdosta State College, Valdosta, 1,018,

B. All Negro

Albany State College, Albany, 9887.

Fort Valley State College, Fort Valley,
1,035.

Savannah State College, Savannah, 1,160.

II, Segregated—Private
A, All White

Andrew Junior College,
(Methodist).

Berry College, Mount Berry, 7385 (private
corporation).

Brenau College, Gainesville, 458 (private
corporation).

Emmanuel College, Franklin Springs, 211
(Pentecostal Holiness).

La Grange College,
(Methodist) .

Norman College (Jr.), Norman Park, 338
(Southern Baptist).

Piedmont College, Demorest,
credited, 292 (private corporation).

Reinhardt College (Jr.) Waleska, 285
(Methodist).

Shorter College, Rome, 586 (Southern
Baptist).

Tift College, Forsyth, 562 (Baptist).

Toccoa Falls Institute, Inc., Toccoa Falls,
179 (private corporation).

Wesleyan College, Macon, 510 (Methodist).

Young Harrls College (Jr.), Young Harris,
599 (Methodist).

B. All Negro

Clark College, Atlanta, 799 (Methodist).

Morris Brown College, Atlanta, 902 (Afri-
can Methodist Episcopal Church),

Paine College, Augusta, 426 (Methodist
and Christlan Methodist Episcopal Church).
III. Desegregated—Public
A, Predominantly White

Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta,
5,976.

University of Georgla, Athens, 10,039,

Georgia State College of Business Admin-
istration, Atlanta, 3,872.

Cuthbert, 244

La Grange, 436

nonac-

Armstrong College of Savannah (Jr.),
Savannah, 800.
West Carrollton, 1,160 (4-

Georgla College,
year school, but accredited as junior college).
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IV. Desegregated—Private
A, Predominantly White
Agnes Scott College, Decatur, 647 (private

). -
Columbia Theologlical Seminary, Deeatur,
226 (Presbyterian).
Emory University, Atlanta, 4,664 (Meth-

odist).

Oglethorpe University, Atlanta, 418 (pri-
vate corporation).

Mercer University, Atlanta, 1,397 (South-
ern Baptist) (has voted to admit Negroes
beginning in September 1863).

B. Predominantly Negro

Atlanta University System, Atlanta:

Atlanta Unlversity, 614 (private corpora-
tion).

Morehouse College, 796 (private corpora-

tion).
Spelman College, 568 (Baptist).
LOUISIANA
1. Segregated—Public
A, All White

Francis T. Nicholls State College, Thibo~
daux, 1,236.

Louisiana Polytechnic Institute, Ruston,
3,877.

Northeast Louisiana State College, 3,315.

Northwestern State College of Louisiana,
Natchitoches, 3,459.

B. All Negro

Grambling College, Grambling, 3,050.

Southern University and A. & M. College,
Baton Rouge, 4,795.

Southern University, New Orleans branch,
1,059.

II. Segregated—Private

& A. All White
Centenary College, BShreveport,
(Methodist) .

Louisiana College, Pineville, 1,079 (South-
ern Baptist).

1,663

B. All Negro
Dillard University, New Orleans, 882 (pri-
vate corporation).
Leland College, Baker,
(Baptist) .
Xavier University, New Orleans, 809 (Ro-
man Catholic).
III, Segregated—Private
A. Predominantly White
Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge,
12,275 (graduate level only).
Louilsiana State University, New Orleans
branch, 3,480,
Louisiana Chambers
branch, 402,
McNeese State College, Lake Charles, 2,991,
Southeastern Louisiana College, Ham-
mond, 2,083,
University of Southwestern Loulsiana,
Lafayette, 4,739,
1V. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White
Immaculata Minor Seminary, Lafayette
(Roman Catholic).
Loyola University, New Orleans, 2,732 (Ro-
man Catholic).
New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary,
New Orleans, 750 (Southern Baptist).
Notre Dame Seminary, New Orleans (JR.),
141 (Roman Catholic).
Tulane University, New Orleans, 6,903 (prl-
vate corporation).
MISSISSIPPL
I. Segregated—Public
A. All White
Senior colleges
Delta State College, Cleveland, 1,318.
University of Southern Mississippl, Hat~-
tiesburg 4,942,
Mississippt State College for Women, Co-
lumbus, 2,142.
- Mississippl State University, State College,
5,131,

nonaccredited

State University,
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Junior colleges (controlled by county-State
combination)

Copiah-Lincoln Junior College, Wesson,
504.

East Central Junior College, Decatur, 564.

Hinds Junior College, Raymond, 1,113,

Holmes Junior College, Goodman, 483,

Itawamba Junior College, Fulton, 628.

Jones County Junior College, Ellisville,
1,331,

Meridian Municipal Junior College, Merid-
ian, 1,140.

Northeast Mississippi
Booneville, 659.

Northwest Mississippl Junior College, Sena-
tobia, 718.

Pearl River Junior College, Poplarville, 649,

Perkinston Junior College, Perkinston,
1,082,

Southwest Mississippt
Summit, 356.

Sunflower (M.lsslssippl Delta) Jumior Col-
lege, Moorhead, 356

B. All Negro
Senior colleges
Alcorn A. & M. College, Lorman, 1,420,
Jackson State College, Jackson, 1,711.

Mississippl Vocational College, Ilta Bena,
1,235.

Junior College,

Junior College,

Junior colleges

T. J. Harris Junior College, Meridian, 176.

Coahoma Junlor College, Clarksdale, 427.

Utica Junior College, Utica, 4562,

II. Segregated—Private
A, All White

All Saints' Junior College, Vicksburg (NA)
(Protestant Episcopal Church).

Belhaven Oolloge, Jackson, 260 (Presby-
terian).

Blue Mountain College, Blue Mounhin 307
(Southern Baptist).

Gulf Park Junior College, Gulfport, 166
(private corporation).

Millsaps College, Jackson, 904 (Methodist).

Mississippi College, Clinton, 1,691 (South-
ern Baptist).

Our Lady of the Snows Scholasticate, Pine
Hill (NA) (Roman Catholic).

Southeastern Baptist Junior College,
Laurel (NA) (Baptist).

William Carey College, Hattiesburg, 505
(Southern Baptist).

Wood Junior College, Mathiston,
(Methodist).

132

B. All Negro
J. P. Campbell Junior College, Jackson
(NA) (African Methodist Episcopal Church).
Mary Holmes Junior College, West Point,
182 (NA) (Presbyterian).
Industrial College, Holly

Mississippl
Sp;iﬂngs. 521 (1}!&) (Christian Methodist Epis-
co) “
Okolona Junior College, Okolona, 287 (NA)
(Protestant Episcopal).
Piney Woods Country Life School, Piney
Woods, 128 (NA) (private corporation).
Prentiss Normal and Industrial Institute,
Prentiss (NA) (private corporation).
Rust College, Holly Springs, 557 (NA)
(Methodist).
IIl. Desegregated—Publie
A, Predominantly White
University of Mississippl, Oxford, 5,319.
IV. Desegregated—~Private
B. Predominantly Negro
Tougaloo Southern Christian College, Tou-
galoo, 406 (American Missionary Associa-
tion).
NORTH CAROLINA
1. Segregated—Public
A. All White
All public colleges in North Carolina which
formerly excluded Negroes are now desegre-
gated. The extent to which Negroes have
been enrolled 18 noted below (see Desegre-
gated—Public) where necessary.
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B. All Negro

Elizabeth City State Teachers College, Eliz-
abeth City, 823.

Fayetteville State Teachers College, Fay~
etteville, D43.

Mecklenburg Junlor College (formerly
Carver), Charlotte (city-controlled, non-
accredited) .

North Carolina College at Durham, Dur-
ham, 2,359.

Winston-Salem Teachers College, Winston-
Salem, 1,078.

II. Segregated—Privaie
A. All White

Atlantic Christian College, Wilson, 1,188
(Disciples of Christ Church).

Brevard College, Brevard, 380 (Methodlist).

Campbell Junior College, Bules Creek, 1,246
(Southern Baptist).

Chowan Junlor College, Murfreesboro, 701
(Baptist).

Elon

Christian).

Lees-McRae Junlor College, Banner Elk,
878 (Presbyterian).

Lenior Rhyne College, Hickory, 990 (Lu-
theran).

Loulsburg Junior College, Loulsburg, 561
(Methodist) .

Mitchell Junior College, Statesville, 360
(private corporation).

Montreat Anderson Junior College, Mon-
treat, 234 (Presbyterian).

Mount Olive Junior College, Mount Olive,
153 (Free Will Baptist).

Peace College, Raleigh, 260 (Presbyterian).

St. Mary's Junior College, Raleigh, 276
(Protestant Episcopal).

Salem College, Winston-Salem, 496 (Mora~-
vian). "

Wingate Junior College, Wingate, 904
(Southern Baptist).

B. All Negro

Barber-Scotla College, Concord, 279 (*)
(Presbyterian).
Johnson C. Smith University, Charlotte,
916 (Presbyterian).
Livingston College, Salisbury, 641 (African
Methodist Episcopal Zion Church,
St. Augustine’s College, Raleigh, 642 (Prot-
estant Episcopal).
Shaw University, Raleigh, 563 (Baptist).
IIl. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White

Appalachian State Teachers College, Boone,
2,897.

Asheville-Biltmore Junior College, Ashe-
ville, 442,

East Carolina College, Greenville, 5,263
(Negroes enrolled in summer school only).

Charlotte Junior College, Charlotte, 881.

Pembroke State College, Pembroke, 570.

University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill, Chapel Hill, 9,076.

University of North Carolina at Greensboro
(Woman's College), Greensboro, 3,110.

University of North Carolina at Raleigh
(N.C. State), Raleigh, 7,081.

Western Carolina College, Cullowhee, 1,824
(Negroes enrolled in summer school only).

W Junior College, Wilmington,
673 (has all-Negro branch at Williston; main
campus is desegregated).

B. Predominantly Negro

Agricultural and Technical College of North
Carolina, Greensboro, 2,658 (desegregated
during summer session).

1V. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White

Belmont-Abbey College, Belmont, 545 (Ro-
man Catholic).

Catawba College, Salisbury, 901 (Evangeli-
cal Reformed) .

Davidson College, Davidson, 976 (Presby-

, Elon, 1,199 (Congregational

Duke University, Durham, 6,122 (Method-
ist) (to admit Negro undergraduates, Sep-
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tember 1963; previous
uate and professional level) .

Gardner-Webb Junior College, Boiling
Springs, 590 (Southern Baptist).

Guilford College, Gullford, 1,380 (Friends).

High Point College, High Point, 1,271
(Methodist) .

Mars Hill Junior College, Mars Hill, 971
(Southern Baptist) .

Meredith College, Ralelgh, T74 (Presbyte-
rian).

Queens College, Charlotte, T34 (announced
nondiscriminatory admissions policy; no Ne-
groes yet admitted).

Pfeiffer College, Misenheimer, 884 (Method-
ist).

Sacred Heart Junior College, Belmont, 188
(Roman Catholie) .

Southeastern Baptist Theological Semi-
nary, Wake Forest, 668 (Southern Baptist).

Bt. Andrews College, Laurinburg, 853 (Pres-
byterian).

Wake Forest College, Winston-Salem, 2,869
{Southern Baptist).

Warren Wilson Junior College, Swannanoa,
262 (Presbyterlan).

College of the Albemarle, Elizabeth City,
183 (private corporation).
Greensboro  College,

(Methodist) .

B. Predominantly Negro

Bennett College, Greensboro, 592 (Method-
ist).

on grad-

Greensboro, 572

SOUTH CAROLINA
I. Segregated—Public
A. All White

The Citadel (Military College of South
Carolina), Charleston, 1,989.

Medical College of South Carolina,
Charleston, 648,

University of South Carolina, Columbia,
7,205 (scheduled to admit Negro coed in Sep-
tember 1963).

Winthrop College, Rock Hill, 2,110.

B. All Negro

South Carolina State College, Orangeburg,
2,169,

II. Segregated—Private
A. All white

Anderson College, Anderson, 556 (Southern
Baptist).

Bob Jones University, Greenville, 2,469,
nonaccredited (private corporation).

Central Wesleyan College, Central (JR.),
182 (Methodist).

Coker College, Hartsville, 352 (private cor-
poration).

College of Charleston, Charleston, 421 (pri-
vate corporation).

Columbia College, Columbla, 906 (Meth-
odist).

Converse College, Spartanburg, 621 (pri-
vate corporation).

Erskine College, Due West, 658 (Reformed
Presbyterian).

Purman University,
(Southern Baptist).

Lander College, Greenwood, 428 (private
corporation).

Limestone College, Gaffney, 458 (private
corporation).

Lutheran Theological Southern Seminary,
Columbia, 106 (Lutheran).

Newberry College, Newberry, 711 (Luth-
eran).

North Greenville Junior College, Taylors,
499 (Southern Baptist).

Palmer Junior College, Charleston, 425
(private corporation).

Presbyterian College, Clinton, 540 (Pres-
byterian).

Spartanburg Junlor College, Spartanburg,
444 (Methodist) .

Wofford College, Spartanburg, 780 (Meth-
odist) .

Greenvllle, 1,536

B. All Negro

Allen University, Columbia, 616 (*) (Afri-
can Methodist Episcopal).
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Benedlct College, Columbia, 802 (*) (Bap-
tist).
Claffin College, Orangeburg, 447 (Meth-
odist) .
Friendship Junior College, Rock Hill, non-
accredited (Baptist).
Morris College, Sumter, 405, nonaccredited
(Baptist) .
Vorhees School and Junior College, Den-
mark, 161 (Protestant Episcopal).
III, Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White

Clemson Agricultural College, Clemson,
4,253,
IV. Desegregated—Private
A, Predominantly White
Our Lady of Mercy Junior College, Charles-
ton (Roman Catholic).
TENNESSEE
I. Segregated—Public

All Tennessee public colleges and universl-
tles now operate on a desegregated basls,

II. Segregated—Private
A, All White

Belmont College, Nashville, 5356 (Baptist).

Carson-Newman College, Jefferson City,
1,354 (Southern Baptist).

Cumberland University (JR.), Lebanon, 162
(private corporation).

David Lipscomb College, Nashville, 1,418
(Church of Christ).

Free Will Baptist Bible College, Nashville,
259 (Free Will Baptist).

Free-Hardman College, Henderson, 563
(private corporation).

Hiwassee Junior College, Madlsonville, 384
(Methodist) .

King College, Bristol, 284 (Presbyterian).

Lambuth College, Jackson, 610 (Meth-
odist) .

Lee) College (JR.), Cleveland, 317 (Church
of Christ).

Lincoln Memorial University, Harrogate,
451 (private corporation).

Martin College (JR.), Pulaski, 240 (Meth-
odist) .

Milligan College, Milligan, 6540 (non-
accredited) (private corporation).

Owen College (JR.), Memphis, 320 (South-
ern Baptist).

Southern College of Optometry, Memphis,
211 (private corporation).

Southern Missionary College, Collegedale,
744 (Seventh Day Adventist).

Southwestern at Memphls, Memphis, 838
(Presbyterian).

Tennessee Wesleyan College, Athens, 620
(Methodist) .

Trevecca Nazarene College, Nashville, 476
(Nazarene) .

Union University, Jackson, 786 (Southern
Baptist).

Willlam Jennings Bryan College, Dayton,
210 (nonaccredited) (private corporation).

B. All Negro

Knoxville College, Knoxville, 6756 (Presby-
terian).

Lane College, Jackson, 601 (Christian
Methodist Episcopal Church).

Le Moyne College, Memphis, 566 (Ameri-
can Missionary Assoclation).

Morristown College, Morristown, 160
(Methodist) .

111. Desegregated—Public
A, Predominantly White

Austin Peay State College, Clarksville,
3.018.

East Tennessee State College, Johnson
City, 5,485.

Memphis State Unlversity, Memphis, 7,542,

Middle Tennessee State College, Murirees-
boro, 3,740.

Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, Cooke-
ville, 3,347. (Desegregated in policy; no
Negroes enrolled.)

University of Tennessee, all branches de-
segregated; KEnoxville (maln campus),
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11,188; Martin, 1,861; Memphis, 1,478; Nash~
ville, 1,220.
B. Predominantly Negro

Tennessee Agricultural and Industrial
State University, Nashville, 4,136.

IV. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White

Sienna College, Memphis, 835 (private cor-
poration).

Bethel College, McEKenzie, 528 (Presby-
terian).

Christian Brothers College, Memphis, 793
(Roman Catholic).

George Peabody College for Teachers,
Nashville, 1743 (scheduled to admit Negro
undergraduates in September 1863; previous
desegregation on graduate level only) (pri-
vate corporation).

Maryville College, Maryville, 782 (Presby-
terian).

Scarritt College for Christian Workers,
Nashville, 156 (Methodist).

University of the South, Sewanee,
(Protestant Episcopal).

Tusculum College, Greenville, 473 (private
corporation).

Vanderbilt University, Nashville, 3,826 (has
announced open admissions policy, begin-
ning in September 1963; previous desegrega-
tion limited to Negroes who could not obtain
comparable courses elsewhere in Nashville)
(private corporation).

Madison College, Madison, 493 (non-
aceredited) (private corporation).

B. Predominantly Negro

Fisk University, Nashville, 907 (private
corporation).

Meharry Medical School, Nashville, 370
(private corporation).

TEXAS
I. Segregated—Public
A, All White

Alvin Junior College, Alvin, 7569.

Blinn Junior College, Brenham, 631.
Henderson County Junior College, Athens,
4

730

Panola County Junior College, Carthage,
356.
Ranger Junior College, Ranger, 193,
Sam Houston BState College, Huntsville,
5,2702
Stephen F. Austin State College, Nacog-
doches, 2,740
Sul Ross State College, Alpine, 1,199
Tarleton State College, Stephenville, 1,154.2
Tyler Junior College, Tyler, 1,760.
B. All Negro
Prairie View A. & M. College, Prairie View,
8,282 (under same board which desegregated
Texas A. & M.).
Tyler District Junior College, Tyler, 200.
II1. Segregated—Private
A, All White
Baylor University, Waco, 5,709 (Southern
Baptist).
Mary Hardin-Baylor College, Belton, 737
(Southern Baptist).
Rice University, Houston, 1,863 (private
corporation).
University of Houston,
(private corporation).
B. All Negro
Bishop College, Marshall, 615 (Baptist).
Butler College, Tyler, nonaccredited (Bap-
tist).
Huston-Tillotson College, Austin, 476 (pri-
vate corporation).

Houston, 12,187

1These schools are controlled by the same
board as West Texas State which was de-
segregated by court order in 1960 (see be-
low).

2This school 1s controlled by the same
board which voluntarily desegregated Arling-
ton Btate College in 1962 and Texas A. & M. in
1963.
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Jarvis Christian College, Hawkins, 369 (*)
(Disciples of Christ).

Paul Quinn College, Waco, 296 (non-ac-
credited) (African Methodist Episcopal
Church).

Texas College, Tyler, 876 (*) (Christian
Methodist Episcopal Chureh).

Wiley College, Marshall, 527 (Methodist).

I11. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White
Senior colleges

Arlington State College, Arlington, 9,136,

East Texas State College, Commerce, 3,844,

Lamar State College of Technology, Beau-
mont, 7,250.

Midwestern University, Wichita Falls, 2,396.

Pan-American College, Edinburg, 2,123.

Texas A. & M. College, College Station,
8,1286.

Texas College of Arts and Industries,

Kingsville, 3,645.
Texas Technological College, Lubbock,
11,196.

Texas Western College (of University of
Texas), El Paso, 5,499.
Texas Woman's University, Denton, 2,997,
Houston University, Houston, 13,866 (mu-
nicipal econtrol).
University of Texas, Austin, 21,690.
West Texas State College, Canyon, 3,760.
Southwest Texas State College, San Mar-
cos, 3,463.
Junior colleges
Amarillo Junior College, Amarillo, 1,873.
Cisco Junior College, Cisco, 346.
Clarendon Junior College, Clarendon, 176
(*)
Cooke County Junior College, Gainesville,
623.
Del Mar Junior College, Corpus Christi,
2,639.
Frank Philips Junior College, Borger, 598,
Hill Junior College, Hillsboro, 170.
Howard Junior College, Big Springs, T988.
KEilgore Junior College, Kilgore, 1,634.
Laredo Junior College, Laredo, 879.
Lee Junior College, Baytown, 1,110.
Navarro Junior College, Corsicana, 811.
Odessa Junior College, Odessa, 1,730.
Paris Junior College, Paris, 548.
San Angelo Junior College, San Angelo,
1,068.
San Antonio Junior College, San Antonio,
7,659,
Ban Jacinto Junior College, San Jacinto,
1,360.
South Plains Junior College, Levelland, 616
(%)
Southwest Texas Junior College, Uvalde,
5517.
Temple Junior College, Temple, 698,
Texarkana Junlor College, Texarkana,
1,342,
Texas Southmost Junior College, Browns-
ville, 674.
Victoria Junior College, Victoria, 1,006.
Weatherford Junior College, Weatherford,
855.
Wharton County Junior College, Wharton,
1,272,
B. Predominantly Negro
Texas Southern State College, Houston,
8,841,
Bt. Phillips Junior College, San Antonio,
638.
1V. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White
Abilene Christian College, Abilene, 2,625
(private corporation).
Austin Presbyterian Theological Seminary,
Austin, 141 (Presbyterian).
Austin College, Austin, 920 (Presbyterian).
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Dallas Theological Seminary, Dallas, 316
(private corporation).

DeMazenod Scholasticate, San Antonlo, 54
(Roman Catholic).

Episcopal Theological Beminary of the
Southwest, Austin, 65 (Protestant Episco-

pal).

Hardin-Simmons University, Abllene, 1,726
(Southern Baptist).

Incarnate Word College, San Antonio, 1,059
(Roman Catholic).

Lutheran Concordia Junior College, Austin,
187 (Lutheran).

McMurry College, Abllene, 1,438 (Metho-
dist).

Our Lady of the Lake College, San Antonio,
923 (Roman Catholic).

Southern Methodist University, Dallas,
7,238 (Methodist, desegregated on the gradu-
ate level only).

Texas Christlan University, Fort Worth,
6,309 (Disciples of Christ).

University of Dallas, Dallas, 660 (Roman
Catholic).

Wayland Baptist College, Plainview, 582
(Southern Baptist).

St. Edwards College, Austin, 523 (Roman
Catholic).

8t. Mary's College of S8an Antonio, San An-
tonio, 2,266 (Roman Catholic).

Southwestern Baptist Theological Semi-
nary, Fort Worth, 1,704 (Southern Baptist).

Texas Lutheran College, Sequin, 690 (Luth-
eran).

Trinity University,
(Presbyterian).

University of Corpus Christi, Corpus
Christl, 503 (nonaccredited) (Southern Bap-
tist).

San Antonio, 1,729

VIRGINIA

I. Segregated—Public
A, All White

Old Dominion College, Norfolk, 4,200,
Longwood College, Farmville, 1,199.
Madison College, Harrisonburg, 1,835.

‘Washington College of the Univer-

sity of Virginia, Fredericksburg, 1,750 (a

Negro attended the 1962 summer session, but

officials announced this would not change

the policy for the winter session).
Lexington,

Virginia Military Institute,
1,080.

Clinch Valley (JR.) College, Wise 325.

Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Danville
Branch (2-year college), 175.

George Mason College (JR.), Fairfax, 150.

Bland College (JR.), 270.

Christopher Newport College (JR.), 180.

Patrick Henry College (JR.), Martinsville,
100 (Negro attended for 1 day in fall 1962,
but withdrew when the classes she wanted
were full.)

Roanoke Technical College (JR.), Roanoke,
60.

B. All Negro
Virginia State College, Petersburg, 1,610,
Virginia State College, Norfolk, 3,700,
11, Segregated—Private
A. Al White

Apprentice School, Newport News, 476
(nonaccredited) (private corporation).

Averett College (JR.), Danville, 332 (South-

ern Baptist).

Bluefield College (JR.), Bluefield, 3356
(Southern Baptist).

Emory and Henry College, Emory, 769.
(Methodist) .

Ferrum (JR.) College, Ferrum 5§76 (nonac-
credited). (Methodist).

Hampden-Sydney College, Hampden-Syd-
ney, 470. (Presbyterian).

Hollins College, Roancke, 696 (private

corporation).
Lynchburg College, Lynchburg, 1,006 (Dis-
ciples of Christ).
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Marion Jr. College, Marion, 1756 (nonac-
credited). (Lutheran).

Marymount College (JR.), Arlington, 268
(Roman Catholic).

Randolph-Macon College, Ashland, 674

{Methodist).

Roanoke College, Salem, 922 (Lutheran).

St. Paul's College, Lawrenceville, 895
(Protestant Episcopal).

Shenandoah College, Dayton, 3856 (Evan-
gelical Baptist).

Shenandoah Conservatory of Music, Day-
ton, 64. (Evangelical Baptist).

Stratford College (JR.), Danville, 203 (non-
accredited) (private corpm-a.tmn)

Sullins College (JR.), Bristol, 350 (pri-
vate corporation).

Sweet Briar Gollege Sweet Briar, 501 (pri-

vate corpomtlon)

University of Richmond, Richmond, 3,888

(Baptist).
Virginia Intermont College (JR.), Bristol,
486 (Southern Baptist).
Washington and Lee University, Lexington,
1,186 (private corporation).
II1. Desegregated—Public
A. Predominantly White
College of Willlam and Mary, Williams-
burg, 2,275 (graduate and professional level).
Richmond Professional Institute of the
College of Willlam and Mary, Richmond,
5,144 (graduate level only).
Medical College of Virginia, Richmond,
2,009.
Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Blacksburg,

202,
University of Virginia,

5,263.
Radford College of Virginia Polytechnic
Institute, Radford, 1,800.
1V. Desegregated—Private
A. Predominantly White

Bridgewater College, . Bridgewater,
(Brethren).

Hastern Mennonite College, Harrisonburg,
533 (Mennonite).

Union Theological Seminary, Richmond,
233 (Presbyterian).

The following all-white schools have an-
nounced changes in their admissions policy
which will allow Negroes to be enrolled, but
no Negroes have yet attended the school:

Mary Baldwin College, Staunton, 460
(Presbyterian).

Randolph-Macon Woman's College, Lynch-
burg, 734 (Methodist).

B. Predominantly Negro

Hampton Institute, Hampton, 1,687 (pri-
vate corporation).

Virginia Union University, Richmond, 1,156
(Baptist).

Theological Seminary and College,
Lynchburg, 285 (nonaccredited) (Baptist).

Charlottesville,

640

DESEGREGATION OF PRIVATE NEGRO COLLEGES

) IN THE SOUTH

Attached is a list of private Negro colleges
in the South, previously classified by the
Commission as segregated, which we have
sinee learned do not utilize racial criteria in
thelr admissions policies. They should now
be listed as “Desegregated—predominantly
Negro.”

These institutions participate in the activi-
tles of the United Negro College Fund, a
service agency with 32 member schools. Tus-
kegee Institute is the only member college
which still maintains a policy of raclal re-
striction, and efforts are currently under-
way to amend the institution’s charter to
permit white students to enroll.

Although not all these schools have ac-
tively recruited white students, their open
enrollment policies have been publicized
since 1954 by the United Negro College Fund.
Information is currently belng assembled on
the extent to which white students have
actually been enrolled at these colleges.
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More precise information is not yet avatl-
able on enrollment policies of Negro schools
which do not participate in the UNCF pro-
gram.

PrIVATE NEGRO CoLLEGES WITH OPEN
ApmissioNn PoLICIES

(Previously classified as segregated by the
Commission; now classified as “Desegre-
grated—Predominantly Negro”)

ALABAMA
Stillman College, Tuscaloosa, 495 (Presby-
terian).
FLORIDA
Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona Beach,
680 (private corporation).
GEORGIA
Clark College, Atlanta, 709 (Methodist).
Morrls Brown College, Atlanta, 802 (Afri-
can Methodlst Eplscopal Church).

Palne College, Augusta, 426 (Methodist
and Christian Methodist Episcopal Church).
LOUISIANA

Dillard University, New Orleans, 882 (pri-
vate corporation).
Xavier University, New Orleans, 8080 (Ro-
man Catholic).
NORTH CAROLINA
Barber-Scotia College, Concord, 279 * (Pres~-

byterian) .

Johnson C. Smith University, Charlotte,

916 (Presbyterian).

Livingstone College, Salisbury, 641 (Afri-
can Methodist Episcopal Zion.
Bt. Augustine's College, Raleigh, 642 (Prot-
estant Episcopal).
Shaw University, Raleigh,
SOUTH CAROLINA

Benedict College, Columbia, 802 (Bap-
tist).

563 (Baptist).

TENNESSEE

Knoxville College, Knoxville, 676 (Presby-
terlan).

Lane College, Jackson, 501 (Christian

Methodist Episcopal).

Le Moyne College, Memphis, 55656 (Ameri-
can Misslonary Assoclation).

TEXAS

Bishop College, Marshall, 615 (Baptist).

Huston-Tillotson College, Austin, 476 (pri-
vate corporation).

Wiley College, Marshall, 527 (Methodist).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the law
against discrimination in publicly sup-
ported institutions of higher education
was established by a series of Supreme
Court decisions long before the separate-
but-equal doctrine was put to rest for
primary and secondary education in the
Brown against Board of Education, 1954
decision. As the memorandum shows,
some progress has been made toward
desegregation in almost every Southern
State, although the problems remaining
are still enormous. Because of the long
history of decisions in this field, I simply
call to the attention of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare the
facts as they now are and the clear im-
port of the law, which was stated with-
out contradiction by a distinguished
panel of legal experts before the Educa-
tion Subcommittee in hearings on May
17, 1963. The witnesses cited abundant
authority for the proposition that the
Department not only is authorized, but
has a constitutional duty, to withhold
Federal tax moneys from institutions
which practice racial discrimination or
segregation. I expect that the Depart-
ment in administering this measure if it
ultimately becomes law—as I devoutly

1 Accredited on probation,
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hope that it shall—will bear in mind
what has been said here upon this sub-
ject and the basic policy of the United
States.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I wish to state for
the Recorp that in the State of West
Virginia attention has been given to the
subject under discussion by the Senator
from New York. To my personal knowl-
edge, as a member of two boards of
trustees of institutions of higher learn-
ing in our State, there has been a reec-
ognition of the needs of education for
all who are qualified. We met the prob-
lem in a forthright manner. Educa-
tional institutions at the college and
university level in West Virginia have
realized that race or religion is not a
bar to a college training.

Mr. JAVITS, I am very grateful to
my colleague for his anmouncement and
the word of confirmation and reassur-
ance which he has given to all of us.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

I wish to associate myself with the
remarks of the Senafor from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. Pastore]l and the Senator
from New York [Mr, Javirsl., I agree
with everything that they have said in
respect to the amendment that was
adopted the other day. I also agree with
the observations of the Senator from
New York on the so-called civil rights
issue,

1 owe it to the Senate to make clear
before the vote what my position will be
in conference, because I agree with the
Senator from Rhode Island and the
Senator from New York that the amend-
ment adopted last week will have to be
very carefully considered by the con-
ferees. I shall do everything I can to
uphold the Senate in respect to the
legitimate objective that I thought the
Senate had in mind in connection with
the amendment. But I think the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island put it very well
when he spoke about the *“‘sleeper” pro-
vision in the amendment.

We tried to point out to the Senate
before the vote was taken that in its
form the amendment would be very
damaging to the bill. I am not even
sure we shall even be able to get into
conference with the amendment on the
bill. We have had no assurance or in-
dication yet that we have a very good
chance to obtain a rule. I hope we can.
We are working on it.

As the Senator from Rhode Island has
pointed out, the amendment does dam-
age to the equity jurisdiction of the
courts. To the extent that we can im-
prove the language of the amendment in
order to protect the equity powers of the
courts and give the courts an opportunity
to pass upon frivolous actions brought,
I wish the Senator to know that I shall
be openminded in considering argu-
ments from the House in that respect.
I refuse to believe that denying accessi-
bility of any funds whatsoever for the
many years that it may take in some
hu'isdictionforsmsemgomroughthe

was contemplated by the pro-
ponents of t.he amendment. I would not
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wish anyone to say afterward, if I should
recommend in conference that a modi-
fication of the amendment be accepted,
that the senior Senator from Oregon in
some way betrayed the Senate. Sen-
ators know that in conference we shall
have to come to a compromise on the bill
in several respects in order to gef a bill
at all. I will do my best to sustain in
conference what I believe to be the ob-
jectives of the Senator from North Caro-
lina and the Senator from Kentucky.
But I also know that many Senators who
were not aware of what was involved in
the amendment voted for it. They have
said so since. The Democratic whip
came to me and said that many Sen-
ators had spoken to him about it. They
have also spoken to me about it.

They did not know that the amend-
ment was as broad as the Senator from
Rhode Island pointed out. I believe it is
only proper for me to say that if we go
to conference on the bill, if it is passed
in the next few minutes, I shall not sit
in the conference and take the position
that under no circumstances will I agree
to any modification of the bill. If a pro-
posed modification of the bill is made
that I think is not just, reasonable, and
within the framework of the duty of a
conferee to negotiate, of course, I shall
not vote for the modification. But I do
not wish anyone to believe that I will go
into a conference and take the position
that I shall not bring back a report un-
less the House is willing to accept the
Ervin-Cooper amendment, because we,
as conferees of the Senate, may find that
the merits of the situation warrant a
modification of the amendment along
the lines that the Senafor from Rhode
Island and the Senator from New York
have suggested.

So far as the other arguments of the
Senator from EKentucky are concerned,
I have answered them so many times
during the course of the debate—and, in
my judgment, the committee report an-
swers them—that I do not wish to take
any more time, other than to say that
it seems to me that the hurdle that the
Senator from EKentucky has not even
come anywhere near getting over in his
argument is the already established
policy of the Congress of the United
States in connection with various pro-
grams that involve categorical grants to
religious colleges.

Although the Senator will say that he
did not vote for it because he was not
present, the fact remains that not so
long ago the Senate passed a bill which
provided for grants to medical colleges,
many of which are operated by church-
affiliated organizations, to the tune of
many millions of dollars. No Ervin-
Cooper amendment was attached to that
bill. In fact, there has not been an
Ervin-Cooper amendment attached to
any of the other measures proposed.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator vield?

Mr. MORSE, I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Whether I was present
or not when the bill was voted on, has
nothing to do with either my convictions
or the principle involved in the bill. I
pointed out in my statement that I have
voted for various types of aid advanced
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to students attending church-related
schools. I am very glad that I did so.
I believe that they are within the scope
of the Supreme Court’s interpretation
of the first amendment. I am not argu-
ing today the constitutionality of Fed-
eral laws to church-supported hospitals
or church-supported medical colleges. I
do not know what the Court would do in
such a case. In the case of hospitals it
could very well determine, as I think it
should, that such aid is for the primary
benefit of the patients in the hospital.

What I said was that I believed that
this bill—embracing practically all fa-
cilities which, except for a few exclu-
sions, can be built by the use of tax
funds—would go far beyond anything
that Congress has ever done before and
contravenes the first amendment. I
state what I believe it to be.

I did not draft the second amendment
which Senator Ervin and I offered, and
which was adopted, providing a pro-
cedure to test the constitutionality of
the loans we question. I cannot speak
for the Senator from North Carolina. I
can only say that as far as I am con-
cerned, the interest I have is in enabling
this issue to reach the Supreme Court
so that a determination of constitution-
ality can be made.

As we pointed out last week, the Froth-
ingham case makes it difficult if not im-
possible to have this matter tested in the
Federal courts, and I am certain the in-
terest of those who voted for the amend-
ment, which is now the Senate amend-
ment, was to make certain that this im-
portant gquestion could be tested in the
Supreme Court. I believe the conferees
should, and will, insist that it be main-
tained in conference with the House.

Mr. MORSE. As I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kentucky
knows I am always pained when he and
I are in disagreement. We seem to be in
complete disagreement at this time.
Perhaps we should agree to disagree.

The point I am making is that in my
judgment we cannot justify applying the
policy of the Ervin-Cooper amendment
to institutions which would be involved
under this bill and not apply it to the
medical schools. I am not talking about
hospitals, although that raises an inter-
esting point, too. Medical schools are in-
stitutions of higher education. They
are medical colleges, Mr. President.
They are colleges as much as any other
higher education school can be, and we
have provided for millions and millions
of dollars of Federal aid to them, even
though no such proposal was attached
to them.

I have already pointed out that there
are 10 Federal programs to which such a
proposal has not applied, and if Senators
believe we have not been making grants
to religious schools, I can cite examples,
as I did earlier in the debate, as long as
my arm of specific project grants to such
religious schools.

Let me dramatize one. An atomic re-
actor, one of the greatest in the country,
was obtained by Notre Dame University
under a Federal program. That was a
grant. Within a stone's throw of the
Capitol, figuratively speaking, George-
town University has received many
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grants for various items. Of course we
have been making categorical grants, but
we have never restricted them by making
such conditions as those which would be
imposed under the Ervin-Cooper amend-
ment.

The only point I am now making is
that I owe it to Senators, since I will
probably be a member of the conference,
to forewarn them that we may have to
take some modifications of this amend-
ment in conference. If we do, I would
support an amendment which sought to
eliminate the possibility of frivolous
action being brought, as the Senator
from Rhode Island has pointed out, be-
cause I do not believe we should adopt
an amendment that, in effeect, would
take away the jurisdiction of courts of
equity.

I do not see how we can escape the
fact that the amendment would do so,
because we put in a strict prohibition in
regard to making any funds available
until the case has run its course. The
court cannot pass judgment at that point
as to whether it is a frivolous case or not.

In all fairness I needed to say what I
have said, but I wish the Senator from
North Carolina and the Senator from
Eentucky to know that, as a conferee, I
shall do everything I can in conference
to retain the major objective of their:
amendment.

However, I do not consider myself
bound to a position which I cannot com-
promise in conference. I intend to go
into conference to listen to any compro-
mise which is justified on the merits of
the arguments made.

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY].

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the Senator from Ore-
gon and members of the Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Committee who worked with
him in drafting this aid to higher edu-
cation bill. I am of the opinion that we
could pass an aid to higher education
bill which would go far beyond the physi-
cal sciences and mathematics.

Because of some Supreme Court deci-
sions and some attitudes existing in the
United States, I believe the action taken
by the committee under the leadership
of the Senator from Oregon was a genu-
ine demonstration of prudence that quite
properly attempted to limit this bill—
and did limit it—to areas which are
really outside the area of controversy.

The justification for all this is two-
fold. First is the existing court decision.
In addition to that is the great need
which exists for aid to higher education.
We are 2 or 3 years late with this
program.

Congress—and particularly the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare—has made two or three serious at-
tempts to meet this particular need in
the past and has been frustrated in its
efforts.

The Senate quite properly has backed
off and said, “Let us have a limited pro-
gram, a restricted program, a program
which could not be subject to or should
not be subject to criticism or to court
tests.”

In the long run, I believe, some of the
court decisions will probably be reversed
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or some of the opinions which have been
written will in some way be modified. I
believe in this country we suffer some-
what from the great precedent and tra-
dition which has arisen from the fact
that Oliver Wendell Holmes was once on
the Supreme Court. Some members on
the Court now apparently would prefer
to be remembered for a well-turned
phrase rather than for the decisions
which have been made. But this is a
fact of life, with which we must neces-
sarily live in the year 1963.

I was somewhat surprised by the sup-
port which the Ervin-Cooper amend-
ment received from some Senators who,
at least within recent months and years,
have been most critical of the Supreme
Court, and who have been most ready
to assert that the initiative for action
should remain with the legislative
branch of the Government. The action
supported would put the courts in the
legislative process even before the law
we enact becomes operative. One
might have expected those Senators to
say, “Let us have a test, but a test only
after this legislation has been passed
and after a program has been put into
operation.” In the case of this amend-
ment we have found them supporting an
amendment which would inject the
Court into the procedure even before
the action of the Congress became op-
erative. I would hope, certainly, if the
restriction in the Senate bill regarding
the use of the grants and loans should
be sustained in conference, that there
would then be no need for the Ervin-
Cooper amendment. Even if the limita-
tions are not accepted in conference,
the provisions of the Ervin amendment,
which would provide for a prior test and
would have the effect of stopping the
program altogether, at least should be
changed in conference.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. ArroTT].

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I in-
tend to vote against the pending bill,
and I wish to explain why I intend to do
s0, since I dislike having to do something
that on the surface appears to be against
education.

We have just heard a most ingen-
jous argument. It is an argument of
rationalization. The rationalization is
that—whether we know it or not—we
have already been doing this, so we must
therefore continue to commit ourselves
to do something in which we do not
believe.

Mr. President, with respect to the
basic question, it took many hundreds of
years to separate the government and
the churches of the world. This in-
volves all churches. I am not singling
out any particular one. It merely de-
pends upon when and where it was.

Our forefathers put a provision in the
Constitution, in the first amendment,
which was intended to keep the state and
any church separated forever.

‘When I came to the Senate, I toock an
oath that I would uphold the Constitu-
tion to the best of my ability. As I view
the situation today—though others may
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differ—I would be violating the oath of
office I took in January 1955, before this
body, if I voted for the pending bill.

I know that what the senior Senator
from Oregon has stated is true. I was
shocked, I was stunned, I was surprised
last Friday to learn that NASA, for ex-
ample, now has 750 fellowships at its
command, which it is dispensing at an
annual cost of $5%4 million; that they
want 1,000 this year; and that they hope
by next year to have 3,000 of them, at a
cost of approximately $21 million.

No one can possibly assert that every
young man and woman in the United
States has an equal and fair chance at
those fellowships, because they are too
tightly controlled in the hands of a few
men in a few institutions.

But laying that argument aside as ir-
relevant, what do we intend to do? If
we take this step, never more can we
say that the United States is not bound
to support every institution of higher
learning in this couniry, not only by
way of teachers, not only by way of as-
sistance in the science class, and assist-
ance in languages, but also by way of
assistance in the construction of build-
ings. When we give a grant to construct
a building, and that building then be-
comes the property of a private institu-
tion, particularly if that private insti-
tution happens to be a church, no matter
which chureh, even if it were my own,
I believe we have overstepped the
bounds of propriety.

I would much rather face this issue
direetly, with an effort to repeal the first
amendment in part, to see if the people
of America, if they had an opportunity,
would favor the repeal of the first
amendment even in part. I think we
would be astounded at the ground swell
that would come from every corner of
this country saying, “Do not repeal the
first amendment in part.”

I am perfectly aware, as a lawyer, of
the so-called weaknesses in the Ervin-
Cooper amendment. I voted for it. I
would vote for it again because, even
with those weaknesses, we cannot afford
to take this step, where we are dab-
bling—and I use the word advisedly—
with the first amendment of the Con-
stitution. We cannot afford to send this
bill to the President for his signature
without the Ervin-Cooper amendment,
and not give to some man or woman in
the country the opportunity to go to the
Supreme Court and say, “I believe this
is unconstitutional.”

The distinguished Senator from North
Carolina explained very well the other
day how the interest of a single individ-
ual is de minimis, an interest that is so
small that the Supreme Court will not
permit him to bring an action in court.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield 2 additional min-
utes to the Senator from Colorado,

Mr. ALLOTT. The fact is that this is
the only way we can do it., Perhaps
there are ways to modify the amend-
ment, but one thing we must not do; we
must not yield on the basic point that
anyone in this country has the right to
test the constitutionality of this particu-
lar bill. It is particularly so because we
go along with the rationalization that,
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perhaps, haying done something before,
we should do it again; that perhaps hav-
ing done something that should not have
been done before, we should do it again.

I say this not because I do not have an
interest in education. I have had such
an interest all my life. I have voted for
such measures. I was the coauthor of
the National Defense Education Act, and
some provisions were my own, particu-
larly the language provisions. But be-
cause to me the bill is a violation of the
first amendment of the Constitution—
that is the way I interpret it, although
others may have different views—I did
not feel I would be living up to my re-
sponsibilities in the office in which my
people have placed me when they sent
me here if I voted for the measure.

I yield back the remainder of my time,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute. I can appreciate the
position of the distinguished Senator
from Colorado on final passage of the
bill. We were opposed on the Prouty
amendment to the bill, and on the Ervin-
Cooper amendents to the bill. It is to be
expected that we will differ on final
passage.

I now yield 1 minute to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY DR. KURT
GEORG KIESINGER, PRESIDENT
OF THE BUNDESRAT, FEDERAL
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, AND
OTHER DISTINGUISHED PERSONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we
are privileged to have with us today Dr.
Kurt Georg Kiesinger, President of the
Bundesrat, Federal Republic of Ger-
many.

Before I proceed further, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Ambasador from
the Federal Republic of Germany, His
Excellency Heinrich EKnappstein; Mr.
Georg von Lilienfeld, Minister; Mr.
Friedrich Ruth, Second Secretary; and
Dr. Otto Rundel, personal aid to Dr.
Kiesinger, who are present with him,
may have the privilege of the floor while
these distinguished visitors are presented
to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The United States
is honored to have with us today Dr.
Kurt Georg Kiesinger, President of the
Bundesrat of the Federal Republic of
Germany, which is the Upper House of
‘West Germany, as well as the other gen-
tlemen I have named. Dr. Kiesinger will
be with us for some time, to meet with
officials of our Government, and to deliver
lectures at leading universities on the
;ubject of “Germany, After the Adenauer

m-l.

Dr. Kiesinger is a member of the Bun-
desrat by virtue of his elected office as
Minister President of Baden-Wuerttem-
berg, a state in southwest Germany, He
is a prominent member of the Christian
Democratic Party, and one of the lead-
ing officials of the German Federal Re-
public.

We are honored to have him with us,
and we look with great honor, respect,
and pride upon the close alliance be-
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tween the United States of America and
the Federal Republic of Germany.

I need not say what an important and
vigorous role the Federal Republic of
Germany has played in building a strong
home for freedom in Western Europe.
The West German participation in NATO
and in other European organizations
such as the Council of Europe has been
largely responsible for the growth in eco-
nomic, social, military and democratic
resources on the side of the West. We
are proud fo be allied with West Ger-
many in furthering this great cause.

I should like to present to our col-
leagues Dr. Kurt Georg Kiesinger, who
has been with us in the Senate Commit~-
tee on Foreign Relations, as well as his
personal aid, Dr. Otto Rundel; his Ex-
cellency Heinrich EKnappstein, Ambas-
sador; Mr. Georg von Lilienfeld, Minis-
ter; and Mr. Friedrich Ruth, Second Sec-
retary.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp, at this point, a biographi-
cal sketch of Dr. Kiesinger.

There being no objection, the sketch
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BiroGraPHY OF DR. KURT GEORG EKIESINGER

Dr. Kiesinger 1s Minister President of the
state of Baden-Wuerttemberg, Currently he
is gerving as the President of the Bundesrat,
the Upper House of the German Parliament.

Dr. Klesinger was born on April 6, 1904, in
Ebingen, a town in the southern state of
Wuerttemberg. He studied philosophy, his-
tory, and law at the universities of Tueb-
ingen and Berlin. He was admitted to the
bar in 1934 and practiced law in Berlin.
During the war he sgerved In the German
Foreign Office.

In 1947 he resumed the practice of law in
Tuebingen. In the same year he became &
member of the Christian Democratic Party
and was elected to the Bundestag in 1949 in
the first general election held in the Federal
Republic of Germany. He was reelected In
19563 and 1957.

From 1954 to 1958 Dr. Klesinger was
chairman of the Bundestag Committee for
Forelgn Affairs. From 1950 to 19568 he was &
member of the Consultative Assembly of the
Council of Europe. In 1958 Dr, Klesinger was
elected Minister President of the state of
Baden-Wuerttemberg, by the state's parlia-
ment.

Dr. Kiesinger has studied and lectured in
the United States and is fiuent in English,
He 1s married and has two children. His
daughter, Viola, is currently studying at
Georgetown Unlversity.

ASSISTANCE TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER LEARNING

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6143) fo authorize as-
sistance to public and other nonprofit
institutions of higher education in
financing the instruction, rehabilitation
or improvement of needed academic and
related facilities in undergraduate and
graduate institutions.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin],

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I shall
vote against the bill because it constitutes
a violation of the first amendment of the
Constitution. The bill ought to be en-
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titled “An act to give the religious de-
nominations of the United States access
to the public purse.”

I maintain that that is the inevitable
result of the bill. There is really noth-
ing except lipservice paid by the provi-
sions of the bill to the proposition that
tax moneys cannot be used to finance
religious institutions. That is true be-
cause under the provisions of the bill any
building erected in part with loans to a
religious college or university can be used
from the beginning for any purpose
which that religious college or university
sees fit to put it. And any building eon-
structed in part with grants for the
benefit of any religious college or uni-
versity can be used for any purpose the
college or university sees fit to put it to
after the expiration of 20 years.

The Supreme Court of the United
States has declared in case after case
that tax moneys cannot be used to sup-
port religious institutions, and that is
precisely what the bill does. The
Supreme Court has declared in several
cases that tax moneys cannot be used to
aid all religious institutions.

The bill would authorize the use of tax
money to enable religious colleges and
universities fo acquire fee simple title to
many millions of dollars worth of prop-
erty.

When the Constitutional Convention
of 1787 completed its work, Berjamin
Franklin said, “We have given you a
republie, if you can keep it.”

The only reason why the Republic
has endured thus far is that most Ameri-
cans in public positions have seen fit to
adhere to constitutional principles. We
have before us a bill which does violence
to constitutional principles. It gives re-
ligious denominations access to the pub-
lic purse in violation of the first amend-
ment.

That is surprising enough to me, as a
Member of a body whose Members are
sworn to uphold the Constitution of the
United States. But it is even more sur-
prising to me to be told that the con-
ferees of the House mighv wish to nail the
courthouse door shut, and not allow
American citizens to test the constitu-
tionality of the bill in the courts.

Congress cannot possibly justify deny-
ing the people of America access to the
Federal courts to obtain an adjudication
on whether or not Congress has exceeded
the powers it has under the Constitution
by passing a bill of this character.

I trust that the conferees will keep in
the bill the amendment which makes it
certain that the people of the United
States can find out whether Congress is
exceeding its powers under the Consti-
tution and nullifying the first amend-
ment, and doing what Thomas Jefferson
said was a sinful and tyrannical act; that
is, compelling men to make contribufions
of tax moneys for the propagation of
religious doctrines which they disbelieve.

When we add the Members of the Sen-
ate who voted for the Cooper-Ervin
amendment, and those who were paired
in favor of the amendment, and those
who gave me their private assurances
that they favored it, but who were absent
and not recorded on the final vote, we
find that there were approximately 62
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Members of the Senate who favored the
amendment according to the votes, pairs,
and assurances.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
such time as he may require.

Mr. ERVIN. I am opposed to the bill
because it gives to the religious denomi-
nations of this country access to the
public purse in a wholesale fashion in
violation of the first amendment. The
retention of the Cooper-Ervin amend-
ment in the bill is essential if we are to
obtain a judicial determination whether
Congress is exceeding its powers under
the Constitution. I sincerely trust that
the House and Senate conferees will
manifest their devotion to that part of
the Constitution which clearly contem-
plates that controversies about the mean-
ing of the Constitution shall be decided
by the Federal courts and sustain the
position the Senate took in connection
with the amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I con-
template voting against the pending
measure on three grounds. First, if the
plan is adopted, it will destroy the in-
centive of private philanthropists and
State and local governments in attempt-
t.hﬁg to solve the problem which confronts

em.

The record is clear that vacancies ex-
ist in countless universities, which ecan
accommodate our youth who want to at-
tend an institution of higher learning.

Several years ago a study was made
of the subject of facilities. The record
shows that the facilities of our insti-
tutions of higher learning throughout
the country were used approximately 40
percent of the available time. We know
that throughout the past the problem
of educating our children in public
schools and in institutions of higher
learning has been the responsibility of
State and local governments, with the
aid of individuals and foundations which
were willing to contribute their money
for the maintenance of that system.

First, as I have already stated, with
the Federal Government entering the
field of financing, all incentive for loecal
and State governments and individuals
to solve the problem will be destroyed.

In Ohio there is on the ballot a bond
issue of $250 million, $175 million of
which would be used to finance the pro-
vision of equipment and new buildings.
The moment the National Government
enters this field, it might as well be writ-
ten in black, bold type, that the efforts
of local and State governments and pri-
vate individuals in solving the problem
will be at an end.

Second, I will vote against the pend-
ing measure because, as I have already
said, we are steeped in the mire of a
national debt of more than $300 billion,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The debt, instead of
having decreased after World War II,
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as it has in the past, following wars,
today is $35 billion more than it was
in 1946. Those who advocate spending
at no time make mention of how the
spending should be financed. If any-
thing, they aggravate the problem by
recommending less revenue and in-
creased spending. This year our deficit
will be approximately $8 billion.

It is anticipated that the deficit will
continue into the next 3 years. On that
basis I do not believe the bill should be
passed.

Finally, in my judgment the bill
should not be passed because it would
destroy the traditional method of State
and community support without a new
Federal subsidy.

The argument is made that a large
number of facilities will be required in
order to solve the problem. It is pointed
out that students will be enrolled in the
next 10-year period in such numbers as
definitely to require facilities which can-
not be financed by the local and State
governments.

In 1955, while I was Governor of Ohio,
President Eisenhower called a national
conference for the purpose of studying
the adequacy of the facilities of our pub-
lic schools. It was then argued that
unless the Federal Government came to
the aid of local governments, the public
school system would fail. It is now
1963. Eight years have passed. Instead
of looking prospectively, we can look
retrospectively to see what the facts are.
Every argument made in 1955 with re-
gard to the only method of solving the
public school problem has been refuted
by the facts. If the words spoken in
1955 were true, there would have been
a complete collapse of the public school
system by today.

Eight years have passed. No bill has
been passed to provide the subsidies then
recommended. Yet the problem has
been solved in substantial degree.

Of course, the program now under
consideration has an appeal to many
persons. It has an appeal to those who
are in charge of our institutions of
learning. But the course that has been
followed in the last 15 years has been:
“Tell them the Federal Government will
give them something for nothing, and
they will take it.” That is what we shall
be doing by passing the bill.

For the three reasons I have enumer-
ated, T shall vote against the measure.

Finally, it is my sincere hope that a
legitimate effort will be made to insure
that a taxpayer who believes that his
constitutional rights have been violated
will be enabled to enter any of the court-
houses of our counfry and have a hear-
ing on his complaint.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has
expired.

Mr, JAVITS. I yield an additional
minute to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel has
been a teacher of law. I am sure that
if there is one prineiple that stands out
in law, especially in our democracy, it is
that no citizen, regardless of how rich or
how poor he may be, shall be denied the
right to have his complaint heard by a
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duly constifuted judicial tribunal. No
blacker day, no graver cloud could fall
upon our system of jurisprudence than
to have it said that Congress ingeniously
and cleverly concocted a scheme to bar a
citizen from going into court and asking
for an adjudication of a complaint which
he believed he had.

I am now willing to go along with the
proposition that this is a controversial
issue; but I believe a citizen should have
the right to be heard in court.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield me 1
minute?

Mr, MORSE. I yield 1 minute to the
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
have listened with much interest, as al-
ways, to the distinguished Senator from
Ohio. However, I do not like the use of
the words which were contained in his
last statement relative to the honesty
and integrity of Members of this body.
I assure him, the distinguished senior
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], and the distinguished senior
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]
that the first thing the distinguished
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, who
is in charge of the bill, told me, as soon
as the Ervin-Cooper amendment had
been adopted, was that, so far as he was
concerned, the Senate having spoken its
mind, he would do his very best to retain
the amendment in conference, even
though he personally opposed it. The
REecorp ought to be clear, so far as con-
cerns the intent and integrity of Sena-
tors, that there should be no question
about their doing their duty.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 30 seconds. I support, from this
side of the aisle, what the distinguished
majority leader has said. I was a con-
feree on the last higher education bill.
If the Senate so wills, I shall be a con-
feree on this bill.

In my main speech, in which I ana-
lyzed my reasons for supporting the bill,
I made clear what I considered to be my
duty. The Senate having adopted the
Ervin-Cooper amendment, it is the duty
of the conferees to do their utmost to
sustain the Senate in this very important
vote. As a conferee, I shall proceed in
precisely that way.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from New York.
I have explained my position. Every
Senator knows that we cannot go to
conference and dictate the terms of the
conference. We must do our utmost
to bring back as much of the contents
of the Senate version as we can. I want
to bring back the backbone of what the
Senator from North Carolina and the
Senator from Eentucky have proposed.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE]
has raised a question about the nonpro-
tection of the taxpayers under the Er-
vin-Cooper amendment, with respect to
frivolousness.

There is great merit in that conten-
tion. The conferees will do everything
possible to retain the main objectives
sought by the Senator from North Car-
olina. But I thought it only ethical
and proper for me to say—and I re-
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peat it now—that I shall not go to con-
ference under any mandate that would
restrict my right to negotiate to get the
best bill from the conference, even
though it might mean some modifica-
tion of the amendment.

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
have a basic belief in the principle of
separation of church and state. I am
sure that the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare [Mr.
Hmr] and the Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Education [Mr. Morsgl
would reaffirm that perhaps no member
of the committee has been more con-
cerned over this vital issue in a deeper
sense than the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, who now urges the passage of the
pending bill,

However, I feel that in the measure
now before us, no violence is done to
the Constitution as it is applied to the
first amendment. I realize that there is
a difference of opinion. There is a con-
viction which varies within the member-
ship of this body. My correspondence
from back home reflects dissent and ap-
proval. So this is a difficult determina-
tion for me to make. But I shall support
the measure, believing it to be in the
public interest and commensurate to that
degree—I use the expression “that de-
gree”—which I feel does no violation fo
my basic belief in the principle of the
separation of church and state. My ap-
proval is not predicated on what vote is
the expedient vote. My action squares
with my conscience.

Mr. MORSE. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Michigan.

URGENT NEED FOR COLLEGE FACILITIES

Mr, HART. Mr. President, since we
began debating H.R. 6143, to assist insti-
tutions of higher education in financing
academie facilities, there has come to my
attention a pertinent article from the
Detroit News of October 12, 1963, by
William W. Lutz, This article cites
chapter and verse the need of the Michi-
gan small colleges and universities for
this very type of assistance.

Especially noteworthy are the conelud-
ing sentences, to the effect that these
colleges “have been crowding additional
students into existent facilities for so
long that they have come to the end of
the line, None expects a miracle to cor-
rect the system. But they worry that
crowding may adversely affect quality.”

This reporter found a crisis in the
higher education situation in Michigan,
which the bill before us could help al-
leviate. As I urged in debate last week,
I hope we will pass it in a form that will
have maximum likelihood of reaching
the President’s desk.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the Detroit
News to which I have referred be printed
in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Detroit News, Oct. 12, 1963]

FAcE. MorE GROWING PAINS: MICHIGAN’S
SmALL COLLEGES BULGING

(Eprror’s NoTE~—A new era has arrived for
Michigan's former teachers colleges, now
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sizable universities. And the growth con-

tinues, Detroit News Reporter Willlam W.

Lutz says in the seventh article of his series

on “Michigan’s Crisls in Higher Education.”)
(By William W. Lutz)

Michigan’s small public colleges and uni-
versities—now as big as the major universi-
ties were a few years ago—see no end to
their growing pains.

Even in this year of comparative quiet
before the 1964-656 enrollee storm, many
classrooms overflow and, at some schools,
three students are housed in rooms built
for two.

Laboratories and libararies are taxed be-
yond long-established limits.

EXPECT BIGGER BOOST

None care to look past 1965 when the en-
rollment ecrisis will worsen because of an
increased wartime birthrate, By 1970, state-
wide enrollments are expected to total 318,-
000. The unofficial count this fall was 193,000.

Population increases, plus an increasing
desire of high schoolers to go to college, are
expected to keep enrollments high thereafter.

The greatest enrollment surprise of the
fall fell upon Eastern Michigan University,
at Ypsilanti, a school racked much of last
year by administrative controversles.

BERVING FINAL YEAR

Eastern, with its president, Eugene B.
Elliott, serving out a lameduck final year
at the State Board of Education’s ultimatum,
boosted its enrollment by 1,300 to 7,200.

Western Michigan University at Ealama-
zoo increased it student body by 900—to
12,000. It is the largest of the State’s quar-
tet of universities that were founded origi-
nally as reglonal teacher colleges.

Northern Michigan University at Mar-
quette moved its enrollment from 3,000 to
3,600, a large increase for a school which
draws T8 percent of its student body from
its immediate surroundings in the Upper
Peninsula.

FERRIS ROLLS UP

Central Michigan University at Mount
Pleasant pushed its total to 6,500,

Ferris Btate College, offering a broad pro-
gram that especially attracts the technically
minded, bloomed to 4,775, an increase of
650.
Grand Valley State College, Grand Rapids,
opened the doors of its first building to a
freshman class of 236. The class was filled
2 weeks ahead of actual registration.

SAY FUNDS LAG

All but Grand Valley complain, as they
have for several years, that State appropria-
tions lag behind actual need and do not pro-
vide funds to bulld against the day when
campuses will be jammed even more,

By lengthening the school day, enlarging
class slzes, and doubling up, all the schools
say they can “make do” for another year,
alded by construction underway.

“But, we are packed like sardines,” says
James W. Miller, WMU president.

An education building, costing $3,500,000,
will provide more office and classroom space
but it won't be completed for a year.

Four residence halls, costing $5 million,
also are going wup.

are & $2 million addition to the
student center and a $1,700,000 extension to
the fleldhouse.
ASK FOR PATIENCE

Only the education building required a
State appropriation. The others are being
financed through self-liguidating bonds.
Of course, all the buildings create an expan-
sion which eventually will show up In re-
quests for a larger operating fund.

“We are asking students and faculty mem-
bers to practice patience,” Miller says.

But even when the bulldings are completed,
xy will ease crowding only for a short

e.
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EMU expects some relief from a residence
hall under construction and a second soon
to be started. Both will be self-liquidating.

ETRUCTURES IN FUTURE

Elliott says the school for years has needed
a fine arts and industrial bullding and addi-
tions to a library and student union.

This year it received planning money, but
the structures are sometime in the future.

Elllott asserts present EMU residence halls
are operating “at a 28 percent overload.”
Many students are rooming in houses near
the university.

“Students tolerate crowded classes and labs
because they have no choice,” he comments.
“If they could go somewhere else, more com-
fortably, they would.”

BUILDINGS GOING UP

New construction also is continuing at
Central Michigan where a State financed
$2,750,000 science building is underway, to be
ready next fall.

Two residence halls and a married students
complex—both self-amortizing—also are be-
ing built.

CMU has added two “post sessions” to its
two-semester curriculums which will allow
students to acquire up to 10-credit hours
during the summer.

Enrollment is expected to rise to 10,000
by 1870.

NMU EXPANDING

Northern Michigan University also has
been expanding. Under construction are a
residence hall and food center, both to be
completed next September. An addition to
the school’s university center will open in
January.

The school recently occupied a new fine
and practical arts building, costing taxpayers
$2,600,000. It marked the first classroom
building to be erected on the campus since
1915, according to Edgar L. Harden, presi-
dent.

But the school still needs a science build-
ing, a new heating plant and additional
Hbrary facilitles. Some 340 students are be-
ing boarded in private homes, Harden says.

SEEK TRADE BUILDING

Ferris is expanding with two self-financed
residence halls and a $1,750,000 State appro-
priated health and physical education center,
part of which will open in December. A
trade technical building is sought so that
the school can accept a larger enrollment in
this area.

“We are at capacity now,” reports Victor F.
Spathelf, president. “We tugged and pulled
to get In this fall’s added enrollment.

“Next year the pressure will be greater, but
the stretch is all gone—we won't be able to
do anything about it."

FIVE HUNDRED ON WAITING LIST

Ferris this fall turned away hundreds of
students, but kept 500 on a waiting Iist to fill
places vacated by dropouts at midterm.

In the last 12 years Ferrls has added 4,000
to its enrollment. In 1951 it was a school
of only T75.

Each school’s problems vary, necessarily,
but most administrators declare they have
been crowding additional students into ex-
istent faecilities for so long that they have
come to the end of the line.

None expects a miracle to correct the sys-
tem. But they worry that crowding may
adversely affect quality.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
7 minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to speak on behalf of thé bill now
before us. Inlight of the demands which
the Nation faces for expanded facilities
for higher education and for more tech-
nical schools, this legislation is urgently
necessary. I support this bill and am
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proud to be a cosponsor of the Senate
bill which would fulfill the same pur-
poses and objectives.

On October 8, I had placed in the Rec-
oRrp, tables of “Payments to States and
Individuals Under Selected Programs of
the Federal Government Relating to
Education, 1938-63 Fiscal Years.”
Among other things, those tables showed
that currently we are spending at less
than our 25-year average for education
compared to the gross national product,
the national budget, or the number of
people educated. At a time when edu-
cated, informed citizens are unquestion-
ably our most vital national resource, the
facts indicate that we have not been alert
to our responsibilities.

At some appropriate oceasion I wish to
put some flesh and blood on those fig-
ures I presented, in order to indicate
more fully some of the economic and
human values we have been reaping
from our investments in education. At
this time, however, I wish to emphasize:

First. That the Federal Government’s
responsibility in education is a well-
established principle.

Second. In terms of benefits to the
Nation, Federal participation in the cost
of education should be seen as an invest-
ment, not an expense.

Third. Federal participation has not
had any of the stultifying effect of con-
trol in eduecation. On the contrary, it
has been a stimulus to freedom, and a
protection to a diversified system of
education.

Fourth. The extraordinary demands
on education in the decade ahead of us,
cannot be met by State-local-private
sources alone.

Fifth. The Federal responsibility, long
recognized and established in principle,
has chiefly been exercised in times of
educational crisis. I urge that we look
ahead with planning and foresight to
avoid crises in the future.

DOES THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAVE A
RESPONSIBILITY ?

The question of whether the Federal
Government should participate in edu-
cational support, or if it has any respon-
sibility was answered 100 years ago by
the passage of the first Morrill Act. The
answer then was “yes” and that affirma-
tion has been reiterated time and again.
That legislation started the land-grant
colleges. Today these 68 colleges and
universities enroll approximately one-
fifth of the total college enrolliment in
the United States, although they consti-
tute only one-thirtieth of the institutions
of higher learning.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

In this century we have recognized a
Federal responsibility in the support of
vocational education by the passage of
the Smith-Hughes Act and the George-
Barden Act. Since World War II a va-
riety of special needs have elicited Fed-
eral help as a necessary component,

UNIVERSITIES AND THE GOVERNMENT

The Government relies on the univer-
sities to do those things which cannot
be done by Government personnel in
Government facilities. It turns to the
universities for basic research in the field
of agriculture. The remarkable compe-
tence of American agriculture is due in
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no small part to this research, experi-
mentation, and extension work of the
universities. The Federal Government,
however, has had to turn to the univer-
sities in many other fields: defense, medi-
cine, public health, to name a few. To-
day it is for the conquest of space. To-
morrow our concerns may reach beyond
the stars.

RETURN ON EDUCATIONAL INVESTMENT

In all these ways, the Government has
a tremendous investment in education.
However, there has been a dollars-and-
cents refurn of impressive proportions.
A publication of the Chase Manhattan
Bank summarized one economic study as
indicating that 24 percent of the increase
in the gross national product from 1929 to
1957, and 44 percent of the increased pro-
duction per worker, could be attributed
to the higher level of education in the
labor force. In addition, it was reported,
increased knowledge and its application
accounted for another 17 percent of the
growth in the gross national product,
and 31 percent of the rise in the output
per employee.

The publication states:

The record shows that the growth in the
gross national product resulting from edu-
cation has been sufficient to cover much of
the cost of our school system despite the
rapid rise in enrollment and expenditures.
Thus, year-for-year, as well as over time, a
large part of the expenditure on education
is seif-financed.

They are speaking of the total expend-
itures for education at all levels. The
Federal amounts spent are an extremely
small part of total costs. In fact, the
total is less than 4 percent.

National defense and security, national
health, and national economic growth
are a direct reflection of the skills and
resources developed by our schools. No-
where have we gotten so much for
s0 little cost. Here is the ultimate line
of defense for our country.

IS THERE FEDERAL CONTROL?

Nor has there been, in the long and
happy history of this Federal-educa-
tional partnership, any hint of Federal
control. The bogey is continually
raised, but never with evidence.

The agricultural and mechanical col-
leges which the Federal Government
subsidized 100 years ago and ever since,
had a specific purpose. How to imple-
ment this purpose, interference with sub-
ject matter or teaching methods, has
never remotely been involved. The ex-
perimental stations and extension pro-
grams in which the Department of Agri-
culture has participated with the land-
grant schools, have been free to initiate
and carry out any research deemed nec-
essary. The 10,000 county agents and
home demonstrators in 3,000 counties in
America are as free as the individuals
they work with.

President Pusey of Harvard reported
his view, and that of all of the university
presidents who participated with him in
the Carnegie report, that the Federal
participation in education did not imply
control.

How free is a scientist if he does not
have equipment and facilities with which
to do research? How free is a college
to do a good job in language training if
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it cannot afford laboratories and modern
equipment? How free is an able student
to get into college if there is no dormi-
tory there to house him, teachers to
teach him, or classrooms to study in?

Not only has the heavy hand of con-
trol upon thought or academic disci-
pline never been present, not only has
freedom of opportunity been an out-
standing hallmark of the Federal pro-
gram, but the strength of the diversity
of our higher educational system has
been reinforced.

PUBLIC AND FPRIVATE COLLEGES

In the history of Federal aid to higher
education, Congress has not drawn a line
between public and private colleges and
universities. In the beginning, Brown,
Yale, Cornell, Rutgers, and other schools
of a private nature—some denomina-
tional and some not—were given grants.
Today, of the 100 universities which re-
ceive 90 percent of all Federal research
funds, 55 are public, and 45 are private.
In the top 10 universities receiving 38
percent of the funds, the division is
even—b5 to 5. The ratio of private to
public institutions in the United States
is almost 2 to 1. Despite the number of
private institutions, the ratio of students
in private as opposed to public institu-
tions has declined from one-half to less
than one-third in the past 20 years. This
trend will continue, but it would be ac-
celerated if private schools are excluded
from our consideration.

It is generally estimated that the in-
stitutions of higher learning will have to
spend approximately $10 billion annually
for educational and general purposes by
1970. This compares to a rate of $3.7
billion in 1957-58, of which $1.2 billion
came from State and local sources.
Their amount of support might go to $3
billion or, by virtue of Herculean effort,
to $6 billion. They simply cannot carry
the total load. :

States, in all but several instances, are
heavily committed to their State insti-
tutions. Increases from the States will
go almost entirely to those public insti-
tutions. On the other hand, only a
handful of private colleges and universi-
ties have the endowment resources to
hope to keep up. Given the total State
debt which is much more significant than
that of the Federal Government, and the
limited sources of funds for private in-
stitutions, not only is it going to be diffi-
cult for a State-local effort to stay even,
but higher education will lose ground
unless the Federal Government con-
tinues to discharge its responsibility.

GRANTS AND LOANS

A Federal program of adding match-
ing grants to loans for facilities is an
important stimulus to funds from other
sources. The Federal loan program to
colleges has worked magnificently. Since
1950, some 900 colleges and universities,
enrolling 85 percent of the college stu-
dent population have received housing
loans. Never in the program's history
has there been a default on a loan, and
interest payments by the participating
institutions in 1962 exceeded by $2.5 mil-
lion the interest the Government paid
for outstanding loans.

Tremendous as the record is, the
crushing needs of the tidal wave of stu-
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dents coming in demand accomplishing
more than can be done by the loan route
alone.

The legislation before us is modest in
its provisions. It does not begin to have
either the imagination or the courage
shown by the Congress in 1862 when they
made a response as big as the need they
were trying to serve. The Nation was
then tearing itself apart. It was nearly
bankrupt. The Congress could have
taken the attitude of holding public
lands, and speculating in values with a
hope of balancing the budget. Let us
give thanks that they did not. Let us
have something of their vision. The
costs we bear now will be as nothing
compared to the penalties of neglect.

EDUCATION AND CRISIS

Finally, let me say that it is time to
stop legislating for education only under
the impetus of crisis. It is time we took
a long look ahead, surveyed the total
need, anticipated developments, and
formed an understanding of the contin-
uing Federal role in a balanced, overall
program,

The dates of major legislation in edu-
cation in this century, tell the story of
acting under crisis. In 1917 the Smith-
Hughes Act responded to the spur of
wartime needs. The GI Bill of Rights
after World War II did likewise. It is
generally conceded that the Russian
“Sputnik” jarred us into the realization
of the need for the NDEA, by showing us
that the Soviets had done some shrewd
planning to develop an educational sys-
tem with which to move into a scientific
age and exploit its technology.

Now we are seeing that we have many
other problems. Our vocational educa-
tion is woefully out of date. We do not
begin to have the educational plant to
take care of the rising student popula-
tion. We have not realized fully the
degree to which the national strength in
defense, the vitality of the economy, and
social and human welfare depend upon
our people being given the most complete
opportunity to education in the arts and
skills of the new age and thereby ena-
bling them to cope with the challenge of
automation. The final responsibility in
such a case for a coordinating and bal-
ance-wheel role lies with the Congress,
I hope we build upon our present legis-
lation, watch closely to learn from its
experience, and instead of waiting for
future crises, resolve to anticipate and
avoid them,

Equality of opportunity in education,
not only for all individuals, but also for
all of the arts and skills a free nation
needs, requires a continuing Federal
commitment. This philosophy was never
better put than by the early advocates of
the land-grant universities in their plea
for the Federal assistance. President
Joseph R. Williams, a Michigan pioneer,
protested education being reserved for a
favored few when “seven-eighths of a
race, 'on whose toil all subsist, have been
deemed unworthy of mental cultivation.”
Justin Morrill, in one of many eloquent
passages, criticizes the philosophy of
education for the few: :

All persons, however humble their pur-
suits, become more valuable by education,
more useful to themselves and to the com-
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munity, and especially so where each one has
a visible and responsible share in the Gov-
ernment under which he lives.

The pleas 100 years ago were for an
opportunity for education for everyone.
The Government responded and has
reaped a tremendous harvest from its
response. Today the special forms of
education have changed, but the prin-
ciples, from a national point of view,
have not.

We are not too poor to meet our re-
sponsibilities. We do not have other
needs that are greater. We do have the
wit and wisdom to take a long look at
the total picture. The legislation before
us is good. However, I hope we do not
think of it as the keystone, much less
the whole arch of the educational struc-
ture, which needs our continuing interest
as long as there are citizens to educate,
a country to defend, and new vistas to
be explored.

The bill that we pass today will help
us maintain our position in this vital
race between education and possible dis-
aster. It is a step in the right direction
and, as has been elucidated above, it is
a step in the best tradition of American
democracy and free education. This bill
helps meet the need so eloquently de-
scribed by the President when he re-
quested this legislation.

Aid to college students will be to no avall
if there are insufficient college classrooms.
The long-predicted crisis in higher educa-
tion facilities is now at hand. For the next
15 years, even without additional student
aid, enrollment increases in colleges will av-
erage 340,000 each year. If we are to accom-
modate the projected enrollment of more
than 7 million college students by 1970—a
doubling during the decade—#$23 billion of
new facilities will be needed, more than three
times the quantity built during the preced-
ing decade. This means that, unless we are
to deny higher education opportunities to
our youth, American colleges and universi-
ties must expand their academic facilities
at a rate much faster than their present
resources will permit.

In many colleges, students with adequate
modern dormitories and living quarters—
thanks to the College Housing Act—are
crammed in outmoded, overcrowded class-
rooms, laboratories, and librarles. Even now
it is too late to provide these facilities to
meet the sharp increases in college enroll-
ment expected during the next 2 years. Fur-
ther delay will aggravate an already critical
situation.

Title I(a) of this bill will provide for,
first, the construction of much needed
graduate and undergraduate academic
facilities; second, expansion of existing
facilities; third, acquisition of land and
site improvement; and fourth, $180 mil-
lion a year for 5 years which, while not
sufficient, will indicate the Federal desire
to help meet the financial crisis facing
our educational system.

Title II will provide funds for the con-
struction of community colleges. These
will fill an urgent need for higher edu-~
cation facilities within commuting dis-
tance of the students and thereby bring
such education within the financial
means of many who would otherwise be
excluded.

Title I(b) will provide $120 million per
vear for 5 years for loans for the con-
struction of graduate and undergraduate
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academic facilities of public and other
nonprofit institutions of higher learning.

Regrettably there have been amend-
ments offered to this legislation which
will serve to weaken and dissipate its
effect. I am sure that this was not in-
tended by those who proposed or those
who voted for these amendments. How-
ever, there is little question that the
amendment which will provide for tax-
payer suits under the first and fifth
amendments or other constitutional pro-
visions will only serve to hamper the
implementation of this program. It will
also delay the availability of funds, with
suits possibly initiated for a variety of
reasons not intended by those who sup-
ported this amendment.

During consideration in conference
committee, I am in hopes that this
amendment will be deleted and that we
will pass a bill with no weakening or
dilatory provisions.

Only in this way can we meet the chal-
lenge of a growing population, a burgeon-
ing technology, and a shrinking planet.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Florida wish me to yield
time to him?

Mr. HOLLAND. No.

Mr. MORSE. I am ready to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE in the chair). The bill having
been read the third time, the question is,
Shall it pass? The yeas and nays have
beffl ordered, and the clerk will call the
TO.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LAUSCHE (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crarx]l. If the Senator from
Pennslvania were present and voting, he
would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to
WE' I would vote “nay.” I withhold my
vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREW-
sTER], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
[Canwon], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrurcH], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crark], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Lownc], the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. MaeNUsON],
the Senator from Maine [Mr., Muskie]l,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
Perr], and the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. EpMonNDsON] are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr, Burpickl and
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Caurca], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EncLE], the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], and the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Perrn]l would
each vote “yea.”
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On this vote, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK].

If present and voting, the Senator from
North Dakota would vote “yea’” and the
Senator from Colorado would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nevada would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Mississippi would vote
“nﬂy."

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacnNuson] is paired with
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
DER].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Washington would vote “yea” and
the s’t,ana.tor from Louisiana would vote
unay'

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Loneg] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. JorpAN].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Louisiana would vote “yea’” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Epmonpson] is paired with
the Senator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oklahoma would vote “nay” and
the Senator from Maine would vote
"Yea.”

Mr. KEUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Cotr-
TOoN] is absent on official business as con-
gressional adviser to the Radio Confer-
ence of the International Telecommuni-
cations Union, Geneva, Switzerland.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
JorpAN], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ToweR] are necessarily absent,

The Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Boces] and the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. MunpTt] are absent because of
illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] is paired with the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Bogas]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Delaware would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. DominIck] is paired with the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUr-
pick]l. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote “nay”
and the Senator from North Dakota
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. JorpaN] is paired with the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Long]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 19, as follows:

[No. 196 Leg.]

YEAS—60
Aiken Fong Jordan, N.C.
Anderson Fulbright Keating
Bartlett Gore EKennedy
Bayh Gruening Kuchel
Beall Hart Long, Mo.
Bible Hayden Mansfield
Byrd, W. Va. Hickenlooper
Carlson Humphrey McGee
Case Inouye MecGovern
Dirksen Jackson McelIntyre
Dodd Javits McNamara
Douglas Johnston Metcalf



Miller o gmm: o
Monro: ymington
Morse ;-4 m!m Walters
Morton Williams, N.J,
Moss Ribicoft Williams,
Nelson Baltonstall Yarborou
N Scott Young, N. Dak
Pastore Smathers Young, Ohio
NAYS—19

Allott Hin Simpson
Bennett Holland Sparkman
Byrd, Va Hruske Stennis
Cooper McClellan Talmadge
Curtis Mechem Thurmond
Ervin Robertson
Goldwater Russell

NOT VOTING—21
Boges Dominick Lausche
Brewster Eastland Long, La.
Burdick Edmondson Magnuson
Cannon Ellender Mundt
Church Engle Muskie
Clark e Pell
Cotton Jordan, Idaho Tower

So the bill (H.R. 6143) was passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An aect providing Federal assistance for
the construction of college academic
facilities.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the bill was passed
be reconsidered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move to lay on the table the motion to
reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed fo.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary of
the Senate be authorized, in the engross-
ment of the Senate amendments, to make
certain technical and clerical corrections
and changes; and I also ask unanimous
consent that the bill as passed by the
Senate be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments and request a conference thereon
with the House of Representatives, and
that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. HiLy, Mr.
McNamARA, Mr. Morse, Mr. YARBOROUCH,
Mr. Crarg, Mr. RawoorPH, Mr. GoLp-
‘WATER, Mr. ProuTy, and Mr. JAvVITS con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

TRIEUTES TO SENATORS

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, I should
like to express my sincere thanks to the
majority leader and the minority leader
for their unfailing courtesy and assist-
ance to the senior Senator from Oregon
in connection with the handling of the
- education bill which has just passed the
Senate.

I wish to thank the members of the
subcommittee and the full committee for
their unfailing assistance to me at all
times as over the months we worked
getting the bill ready for the final vote,
which has just occurred.

I wish to express my appreciation to
the ecounsel for the committee, Mr. John
S. Forsythe, and Mr. Charles Lee, profes-
sgional staff member; Mr. Michael J.
Bernstein, counsel and Mr. Raymond D.
Hurley, assistant counsel for the minor-
ity for their great assistance to me.

With respect to this bill, as with previ-
ous educational bills on behalf of the
committee, I wish to acknowledge the
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debt of gratitude owed for the splendid
assistance provided to us by Secretary
Celebrezze, Dr. Wilbur Cohn, Commis-
sioner Kippel, and their hard working
associates in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr: President, I yield
1 minute to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what the distinguished Senator from
Oregon has said is deserved by everyone
except the majority leader. I make that
statement in good heart and good faith.
Once again the Senator has displayed
his usual superb skill, his fine sense of
understanding, and his good generalship
in piloting through this body a measure
of major importance. I assure the Sen-
ate again that, so far as the Senator
from Oregon and his colleagues on the
conference are concerned, they will do
their very best to uphold the actions
taken by the Senate in the consideration
of any and all amendments before this
body. Again I congratulate the Sena-
tor for a task well done.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Ithank the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

I commend the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on Education, the
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel. As a member of that subcom-
mitfee I have watched him in the sub-
committee and in the full Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. Early in the
87th Congress the Senator started hold-
ing long and patient hearings. He heard
the leading educators of America. That
education bill bogged down in conference,

Again in the 88th Congress, during
many trying days, the Senator from
Oregon presided over and attended the
hearings day after day. He has written
a record of fidelity to the hearings on the
bills before him that is seldom equaled
by a chairman in the Senate. I com-
mend him for his patience, his fidelity,
and his hard work. I think he has per-
formed an outstanding example of good
work in the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I have
already commended the chairman of the
subcommittee for his excellent work, but
I wish to add to what has again been
said by his colleagues on the subcommit-
tee. As a conferee, I shall do my utmost
to see that the sentiment of the Senate
is upheld.

I also take this opportunity to express
my personal appreciation to Mr. Bern-
stein and Mr. Hurley, who are members
of the minority staffl on the Committee
on Education and Public Welfare.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree